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mere scribal errors. The exception is Vatopedi 747 = von Soden’s 
« 183 = Gregory’s 1582, which professes to have been written in A.D. 949, 
but is perhaps of the 11th century. Where 1 and 1582 agree there 
can be little doubt that the readings are those of Family 1, and where 
they differ 1 still seems to be rather the better representative. Cod. 22, 
judging from the collation in the Journal of Biblical Studies xxxiii gt ff, is 
a poor relation of 1 and 1582, but valuable from the fact that it has an 
interesting text in Matthew, where so many ‘ Caesarean’ documents 
are heavily Byzantinized. 

Finally, any fresh reconstruction of the Ferrar-group (= 13 &c.) must 
take account of the half-dozen new MSS, and also have some theory to 
account for the peculiar element in 124. This MS is not apparently 
Calabrian. It has often been assimilated to the ‘ Ecclesiastical’ text, 
where the others have retained the Family reading ; on the other hand 
its preservation of émixepaAaov for xjvoov in Mk. xii 14, referred to 
above, is by no means an isolated case. When working at the group 
some time ago I felt inclined to put 124 into one sub-family of the 
group and all the rest together into the other. I cannot feel that any 
special light on this curious and interesting MS has been shed since 
Ferrar's own investigation. | 

I hope that the length of these remarks will be correctly interpreted 
by my readers as a testimony to the interest of the very stimulating 
book which is the immediate occasion of them. 

F. C. BurkITT. 


AN ARMENIAN MANUSCRIPT OF THE GOSPELS 


In the small collection of Armenian manuscripts at the Cambridge 
University Library is one (Add. 2620) of unusual interest.’ Tetra- 
evangelium. Oriental glazed paper. Size 93x65in. Text 63 x 4$in. 
In two columns of 20. lines each. Binding, modern English _half- 
morocco with covers. Illuminated headings, capitals, and marginal 
decoration richly executed in gold and colours. No miniatures. 
Writing, bolorgir. The spelling appears to be archaic throughout. 


1 My thanks are due to the Librarian of the Cambridge University Library for 
permission to use the manuscript, and to Prof. F. C. Burkitt and Mr A. D. Nock 
for many helpful suggestions. There are six other Armenian manuscripts of the 
gospels at the University Library. One, badly damaged and containing only 
Matthew, Mark, and the first few lines of Luke (Add. 2619), is assigned to the 
fourteenth century, but the others are dated between the sixteenth and eighteenth 
centuries. 
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wi. is not replaced by 6, 7 commonly appears for , (e.g. in wy), pis 
used not only to indicate word division but also before % in double 
consonants, and & is interchangeable with £ in the imperfect and else- 
where. Words are rarely spaced and are often divided incorrectly. 
There is a periodic spacing which often makes senseless word division 
(e.g. & qpeuyp) but it occurs in the colophon and too frequently in 
the text to make it likely that it represents the turn of the page in 
the archetype. Two folia are misplaced after f. 5 and are found in the 
wrong order as ff. 268-269. F. 269 contains Mt. ilig dip Suyp--- 
1V 3 Sung plupglt f. 268 contains Mt. iv 4 bus ay os err ass ts ly exsts fh eee IV 16 
ose luunkfl yury+++. There is a folium missing after f. 130 containing 
Mk. xv 39 & wnbrubruy . . . xvi 4 dé’ yoy and another after f. 136 con- 
taining Lk. i SQ eee unl quinine hi $9 Lake 76 oy Wess ea tay ens 0S es bapu. 
A folium containing Jo. xx 31 firs gpbgue... Jo. xxi 10 66 + hus 
paparp syFdpl is misplaced after f. 282 and is found now as f. ror. 
The fourth gospel is followed by a doxology and a colophon from 
which it appears that the manuscript was executed by a monk, John, 
for a certain Vardapet Vardan at the Church of St Marina in Sis in 
the year A.D. 1217 (A. Arm. 666).'. The scribe asks for prayers for 
Vardan and himself and for his own spiritual father Basil? and his 
teacher Gregory. Ff. 285 b-286a are occupied by a fragment of an 
ascetic discourse. It is also written in double columns of 20 lines but 
the ink is brown and in parts badly faded and the hand is smaller and 
less clear. It begins without heading, npp qua fp yus purqdu‘to 


wh [dk pf gacgubpgbh ncbby meng peugqslian flp bu ut fruwlp 
unupKun [dhg, &c. Of the doubtful readings L has the pericope adulterae 
not at the end of the gospel but as Jo. vill 1-11 and in the form given 
in Zohrab p. 723a with only two variants Jo. vill 6 om. yu, vill 7 
Supquubnadl., It reads Mt. ii rt and xvi 3 with Zohrab but in Lk. xxii 
43-44 om. h bphbyu.. + fp ye phfp- 

In the absence of a satisfactory stemma for the classification of 
Armenian manuscripts of the gospels it is impossible to do more than 
indicate the obvious affinities of L with other known texts of the 
Armenian version. These include the manuscripts collated by Prof. F. 
Macler* and the Old Georgian version, recently edited by Prof. R. P. 


1 Fr. N. Akinian has called my attention to the importance of this date. The 
church is otherwise known from a colophon of a.p. 1222. Cf. L. Alishan, 
Ufeneuat, Venice, 1885, p. 222. 

2 A bishop Basil is known in the neighbourhood of Sis in a.p. 1222. Cf. Alishan 
op. at., p. 233. 

3 F. Macler, Le texte arménien de l'evangile (Annales du museé Guimet xxviii). 
Paris, IgIg. 
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Blake. Blake has discovered under the Old Georgian an earlier form 
of the Armenian than the vulgate text of the known manuscripts and 
supposes the latter to represent an early revision of the original version. 
The original version had a markedly ‘Caesarean’ text ‘while in the 
vulgate many of the Caesarean readings have been eliminated. The 
-importance of the Old Georgian for the history of the Armenian version 
and its transmission is, therefore, obvious.? 

With regard to the Armenian manuscripts studied by Macler, the 
affinities of L* are tolerably plain. It is a good representative of 
Macler’s Group Z and agrees most closely with his two favourite members 
of that group, M and E”*. The only exception to this is a small group 
of readings in which L agrees with E (either alone or supported by 
other members of group Z) against ME” but this tendency appears to 
be less persistent than the grouping LME”*. The agreement of L with 
one of its two allies, M and E*®, against the other is, in the portions of 
text I have examined, fairly evenly divided.. I have observed no signs 
of connexion between L and the peculiarities of non-Z manuscripts 
like F, H, and Mg, or of other manuscripts in Group Z. The evidence 
of the Georgian also tends to strengthen the position of Group Z and 
to support the authority of LME” within it. Exceptions to this rule 
usually find outside support in either Greek or Syriac save in the case 
of F. The affinity of F with the Georgian is notable and the two 
frequently read together against LME”™* and other authorities. 

The following readings are taken from Mk. i-iv and compared both 
with Macler’s collations and with Blake’s edition of the Old Georgian. 
In dealing with Macler’s collations, one question of method must be 
raised. When discussing variants within Group Z, Macler regularly 
labels one reading Z and then gives variants from it, each marked with 
the manuscript from which it is derived. The difficulty lies in knowing 
exactly what manuscripts are represented by the symbol Z in any given 
‘case. In his table of symbols (of. cé¢. p. vi) he says ‘Z = Nouveau 
testament arménien, publié par Zohrab (4° fascicule de sa Bible) & Venise 
1805. In-16.—Désigne dans notre nomenclature le meilleur texte 
arménien, par opposition 4 Mq, qui est le moins bon’. This, however, 
means that Z stands for two things, (1) the printed text of Zohrab and 
(2) the best text that can be established from Macler’s ten manuscripts 
which is not always the same as that of the printed edition, e.g. Mk. ix 
48 (49) Macler’s note reads Z: A od aqguhls arty fre. yuu “et 


1 R. P. Blake, The Old Georgian Verston of the Gospel of Mark (Patrologia 
Orientalis xx 3). Paris, 1928. 

2 Harvard Theological Review, xxi and Oct. 1928, pp. 286 ff. 

3 I have adopted L as asymbol for Camb. Univ. Lib. Add. 2620, but otherwise 
followed Macler’s notation, of. ct., pp. v—vi. | 
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tout sacrifice avec du sel sera sali’, omis par la majorité des grecs et 
le syr. sin. Mais se lit en Pechitto et en grec: xa raca Ovota art 
akicOnoeras en Ta K.—Omis par ME”” H et Zohrab’. Here obviously 
Z does not stand for the text of Zohrab nor does it correspond to its 
description on p. 169. ‘Les variantes que présentent ces quatre mss. 
MBDE, par rapport au type idéal de Z, en Pespéce E** seront signalées 
ici méme’. Both statements are misleading and one can only infer 
that in the notes on pp. 170 ff readings marked Z have at least the 
support of all manuscripts of Group Z, variants from which are not at 
the moment particularly indicated, i.e. that in the reading from Mk. ix 
48 (49) the words omitted by ME” H are contained, at least, in BDE. 
It is on this assumption that I have classified the readings in Group Z. 

The first case noted by Macler is an exception to the general rule 
that L agrees with ME against other manuscripts. Here the omission 
of apaeay tay (viod rod Oeod) is supported by ME”*MqABCEFH 
and the Adysh MS. L supported by D in the Armenian and by Tbet’ 
and Opiza in the Georgian! retains it, probably under the influence of 
some Greek text. In Mk. i 2 the text of Zohrab fp diupaupku (ev tots 
mpopyrais) is supported by D against peuuny fr Sinpaupk (gv > Hoalo 
7 tpopytn) ME™*L, the Georgian, and other variants of Mq, C, and F. 
The reading of L in the same verse qhutbunyupSu (ras d8ovs) is 
probably under the influence of the Armenian text of Mal. iii x with 
which it agrees. It is supported by Opiza and Tbet’ against ME” 
Adysh (and Mg) which read the singular qXustusuyusn$ in agreement 
with the Peschitto and Greek MSS. In Mk. i 4-5 M omits & (kai) 
before bak (éyévero) and before djpukfu (éBarrifovro) but is not 
followed by L which reads with E**BDE. Here L is supported by 
the Adysh MS in both instances, but only in the latter by Opiza and 
Tbet’. In Mk.i 8 L reads Ajpunbyf with E* BE against djpubil 
(Barritw) of MAD and the Georgian. Similarly Mk. i 13 ipapabuy 
(repalopevos) E”? BDEL against sapdb, (inf. act. in pass. sense) MF. 
In Mk. i 17, however, L does not omit ;fiuby (yevéoOa) with E”® 
Opiza and Tbet’, but reads it with MBDE Adysh. In i 32 ME”® 
supported by the Georgian read pbphfi (Epepov) but L reads the present 
popft with BDE and Zohrab. Mk. i 33 is a striking case of affinity 
between L and E**, Here MBDE read gacpu (ras Ovpas) but LE” 
use another word of the same meaning gpnctut. The reading uppby, 
(xaOapicat) in i 40 is apparently supported by all the known Armenian 
manuscripts and the Georgian and the source of Zohrab’s pd fb, (‘to 
cure’) is unknown. Ini 41 the omission of gi is supported by E” 


1 The Old Georgian is edited from three manuscripts, Adysh, Opiza, and Tbet’, 
Cf. Blake’s preface and H. Th. R. xx 4 pp. 290 ff, 300 ff. 
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and L and the Georgian against MBDE. In i 43 E”’ L and the 
Georgian support giu (airdv) with Zohrab against its omission by 
MBDE. In Mk. ii 2 LME”® read 1--p fot (jKovcOn) against pre 
gt (same meaning) of BDE but in ii 4 L follows the spelling of E** 
ME prX casts easy against Ji pdb Ty (xpoceveyxat) of MBDE. Inu 7 L does 
not follow the singular readings of E ”° which adds w def. to fuouf (AaAci) 
and reads a» for ad (ris). In ii 8 Lreads f ufgunu (rais xapdias) with 
BDE against fp dfunw (‘mind ’, ‘spirit’) of ME” (and the Georgian ). 
In Mk. ii 26 L reads Lk bun (kai wxev) with E**BDE against M, 
Zohrab, and the Georgian A bun k (kai éSwxev xai). In in 2 L’s 
pF o4hgis supported by ME” (and the Georgian ?). Inin 5 L renders 
mepiBrevapevos by a gen. abs. adding the name of Jesus, Susylglusy 
Jfuncuf, with MDE but E”* reads the nominative ; ‘ Jesus’ is omitted 
by B and the Georgian. Similarly in iii 12 E”* alone adds % def. to 
apf (vids) against LMBDE, apyf my. In iii 26 L supports the read- 
ing of Zohrab BE (Opiza and Tbet’) pedtutbay (pap wtb DF) Lk 
(€uepioOy) against ME*”* which read the subjunctive Ags. In iii 28 
the reading of L, Say $ayfgbt (subj.) is supported by MBD Adysh 
(SayS ybgét E) against E? Zohrab, SuaySasbught (BrAacdnpjocwow, 
Opiza and Tbet’ read the singular) but in ui 29 L follows BDE*® 
sey cas pvarvess sey as Ls against M’s ay eas press cas ly casts. In ii 35 L agrees with the 
order of ME™® and the Georgian (Aqpuyy fl (adeApos pov) against 
BDE and Zohrab fil” kqeayp. In iv 1 L reads with E and the 
Georgian ¢aqadacpat (6xdos) against ME”*BD and Zohrab éaque 
Yocppp (plur.) In iv 25 L reads netpi (indic. with % def.) éyeu with 
ME*” and the Georgian against the subjunctive mtfgft of BDE. In 
iv 28 Lomits & after g¢uufiu with MBDE and the Georgian against 
E** and Zohrab, and in iv 29 also L reads with MBDE Suubay bt 
(rapeornkev, the Armenian verb is in the plural as the word for 
‘harvest’, Oepuoyds, has a plural form $acbdp) against E?? Gusuwbbh 
and the Georgian. In iv 31 L omits % def. from ust (xoxkw) with 
DE against ME*’B. In iv 3r neither L nor the Georgian adds with 
E™ pugu (‘vegetables’), before ubpidiutu (trav orepparwv). 

In Mk. xvi Macler notes that nine out of the ten manuscripts he has 
examined omit Mk. xvi g ff and E”* alone contains it... One of the 
three Georgian codices, the Tbet’, has it. L follows the usual custom 
of late manuscripts in adding these verses after a blank space has been 


1 Macler’s E?*9 is the well-known MS at Edschmiatzin (a.p. 986) in which the 
‘last twelve verses of St Mark’ are introduced by the rubric Ariston eritzou (see 
Swete’s St Mark, p. civ). Cf. P. Ferhatian, Mk. xvi g-20 bei den Armeniern, 
Huschardzan, Vienna, IQII, p. 372. 
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left. Of the variants recorded by Macler (pp. 267-270) for this chapter 
L agrees with only one, xvi 14 om. tnpus, ‘they’ before ‘did not believe’. 

The chief fact which emerges from this cursory study of the text of 
L is the need of a wider and surer knowledge of Armenian manuscripts 
of the gospels. A curious feature of this kind of investigation hitherto 
has been the concentration of interest in manuscripts in remote parts 
of the world and neglect of easily accessible and obviously promising 
material near at hand. The text of the Tiibingen gospels, famous for 
its miniatures, has yet to be examined’ as well as British Museum 
Add. 19727 which bears a date A.pD. 633, probably derived from its 
archetype and more than two centuries earlier than any other known 
Armenian manuscript of the gospels. Apart from the possibility of 
finding a manuscript of the early ‘unrevised’ text, now known only 
through the Georgian, a clearer notion might be gained of the vulgate 
in its original form.’ It is certain that all readings of a Byzantine or 
‘ecclesiastical’ type found in Armenian manuscripts do not belong to 
it, and the separation of readings introduced by the ‘revision’ from 
others which have crept in through gradual processes of contamination 
is a delicate one which requires the contro! not only of the Old 
Georgian and other evidence of the Caesarean text but also of a better 
classification than we have at present of the Armenian manuscripts 


themselves. 
R. P. Casey. 


AN UNRECORDED ‘ARAMAISM’ IN JOSEPHUS 


(‘ He began to say unto them’). 


THE purity and immunity from Semitism of the Greek’ style of the 
author of the /Jewzsk War, a work ostensibly a ‘translation’ of an 
earlier draft composed in his ‘ vernacular ’ tongue,‘ has often been noted 


1 Tiibingen, Universitatsbibiiothek, Ma. xiii 1. Cf. F. N. Finck and L. Gjan- 
dschezian, Verzeichnis der armentschen Handschniften, pp. 3-5; J. Strzygowski, 
Kleinarmentsche Miniaturenmalere. Tubingen, 1907. Fr. N. Akinian, Handes 
Amsorya xxxi-xxxii (1917-18), pp. 159-160. 

2 IT have noted from a hasty examination of this manuscript that, of the doubtful 
readings, it agrees with Zohrab at Mt. ii 9, om. Mt. xvi 3, om. Lk. xxil 43-44 
fe. Epb begun cee Coq b uy fg Je phhe: om. Joo v4 & Spf ounusl os 
Sfeatane[d fet, om. Jo. vii 53-vill t1, Mk. i tr om, apapeny 4, Mk. i 1 
peuugf diappupl. 

3 In dealing with this problem, the Biblical quotations of early Armenian authors 
should not be overlooked. Cf. F. C. Conybeare, ‘An Armenian Diatessaron’, 
j.T.S. April 1924, pp. 232 ff. 


° ~ a s 
4 BJ. i 3 peraBaddy & trois dvw BapBapos TH matpiy cuvragas avewepila mpdtepov. 
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ARMENIAN MANUSCRIPTS OF ST. ATHANASIUS 
OF ALEXANDRIA 


ROBERT P. CASEY 


UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI 


Tue Armenian version of the works of Athanasius is known to 
European scholars from four sources: (1) the list n Karekin’s 
catalogue of early Armenian translations,' (2) Conybeare’s edi- 
tion of the pseudo-athanasian “Dialogue between Athanasius 
and Zacchaeus,”’ ? (3) an article by the same scholar, ‘On the 
Sources of the Text of St. Athanasius,’ * with accompanying 
collations of the Armenian of De Incarnatione et contra Artanos 
and Quod unus sit Christus, and (4) the Venice edition of Armen- 
ian Athanasiana made by E. Tajezi and published with Cony- 
beare’s help at the Mechitarist press in 1899.4 This edition 
contains all the material then available in the Mechitarists’ 
library at Venice but is not based on a complete survey of the 
sources.> Furthermore, the manuscripts employed are (with 
the one exception of Cod. Venet. 818) collections of various pa- 
tristic writings, and do not contain corpora of Athanasius’s 
works such as are commonly found in Greek. For a new edition 
of the Armenian Athanasius the primary necessity is fresh 
manuscript material, and it is therefore fortunate that the large 
collection acquired by the Mechitarists of Vienna since the 
publication of Dashian’s catalogue * includes two codices which 
contain not merely treatises of Athanasius but corpora of his 

1 Zarphanalian Karekin, Catalogue des anciennes traductions arméniennes siécles 
IV—XIII (in Armenian), Venice, 1889, pp. 278 ff. A shorter list is given in Quadro 
delle opere di vari autori anticamente tradotte in armeno, Venezia, 1825, pp. 11-13. 

2 Anecdota Oxoniensia, Classical Series, Part VIII, Oxford, 1898. 

3 Journal of Philology, XXIV, pp. 285-300. 

4 Works of St. Athanasius (in Armenian), Venice, 1899. 

5 Tajezi, pp. &- P-: 

6 IT am greatly indebted to the Mechitarists at Vienna and Venice for access to the 
manuscripts and especially to Fr. Mesrop Hopazian, who secured me photographs, 


and to Fr. Akinian, who gave me invaluable assistance in using them. My thanks 
are also due to Professor R. P. Blake for kind suggestions. 
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writings comparable in extent and significance to the corpora 
of the Greek manuscripts. 

One of these, Mechitaristen-Bibliothek, Cod. 629, is a nine- 
teenth-century paper manuscript, 20 x 15 cm., written in a 
clear notragir hand with twenty-three lines to the page. On 
the flyleaf is a note in modern Armenian which reads, ‘Bought 
in Constantinople from Ter Johan, Priest, Mkrean,’ and on 
f. 231 is an observation by the same Fr. Mkrean, ‘Note: The 
scribe of this book is the Venerable Galoust, a teacher, son of 
Paul of Samathia, my dear friend. John, Priest, Mkrean.’ 
Father Mkrean was a Constantinopolitan priest who engaged 
in an extensive traffic in manuscripts, and Galoust, the son of 
his old friend, was evidently employed to copy manuscripts of 
exceptional interest which passed through his hands or to which 
he had access. This one was made from a copy of a late 18th- 
century manuscript at Ispahan, but its late date is no prejudice 
to its authority, and the omission of many pages indicates that 
the archetype of Cod. 629 was probably a manuscript of re- 
spectable age which had suffered some damage in the course of 
an itinerant career in the Orient. The contents are as follows: 

1. ff. 4a-30b. Epistola I ad Serapionem, Migne P. 8. xxvi, 
529-607; Tajezi, pp. 88-116. Pag fF purquge ul bimunepe 
Sngenysu > ‘Letter concerning the most holy Spirit.’ 

2. ff. 30b-33b. The rest of f£. 30b, f. 31a, and the first two- 
thirds of f. 32b are blank, though this is not noted in the table 
of contents and doubtless represents a lacuna in the exemplar. 
A text then begins without heading or title and runs to f. 33b; 
it is easily identified as the last few paragraphs of Epistola IT ad 
Serapionem, P. G. xxvi, 620 B 6 yapaxrijp roivuy ris év Xprors 
Wiorews eat ovTos .. . 624 puprdkis TH EavTav ayvota ot ’Apevavol. 
This second letter to Serapion does not appear in Tajezi or in 
Cod. 648. 

3. ff. 33b-38a. Epistola III ad Serapionem, P. G. xxvi, 
623c—637 A. Liukin pen Juuugh yg, fyi in yu— 
figt ufbiuancppe Zagengu: ‘Conclusion of what has been 
said before concerning the same most holy Spirit.’ 
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uss SEpdmmdng um fepbaing P errs : ‘Letter to the 
church of the Antiochenes concerning diverse doctrines and 
comments, which he spoke against the hostile [and], in their 
opinions, heretical followers of Arius.’ 

OPE pk ust nye Uy. ft dint per frie Sngq- 
wus ph pis Er srreses ple uss) p oe musk Quaunnemds ns BTL Ls on— 
gf fl fp Puppets gospel gus pinta fa. jfk pny lor 
gus cas pul frit: Gi f uf Uy. fEyprny tf p purefanbaste wu 
fk. 

This piece is a refutation of Arianism constructed as a discus- 
sion of biblical texts in the manner of the Orationes conira 
Arianos and the De incarnatione et contra Arianos. It is not 
identical with the Tomus ad Antiochenos, nor, so far as I have 
been able to find, with any other known work of Athanasius. 


5. ff. 66a-73b. Epistola ad Epictetum, P. G. xxvi, 1049- 
1069. On Gayin fun (sic) Guy fulnayne Gap pir fiuargeng. 8 u— 
annngau “Concerning the orthodox faith, refutation of the op- 
position of some to the true and holy faith.’ This version, 
which is found also in Cod. 648, is different both in text and 
title from that published by Tajezi, pp. 324-343. 

6. ff. 73b-79a. Ad Adelphium, P. G. xxvi, 1072-1083; 
Tajezi, pp. 124-133. Un Ofpugkgdine Gay: ‘To Phila- 
delphus bishop.’ The Armenian both of Tajezi and of the two 
Vienna Mss. ends with the greeting and omits the final injunc- 
tion, épp&cbai ce kal . . . ‘lepaxa 7 mpecBurépw. 

7. ff. 79a-80a. Ad Liberium, P. G. xxviii, 1444-1445; Tajezi, 
pp. 117-118. On Lhlthau (sic) 7 Guy fal nuypruenykuts 
‘To Liberius archbishop of Rome, that which he required of 
him he wrote thus.’ The Armenian both of Tajezi’s edition 
and of the two Vienna mss. adds a doxology which is not in the 
Greek. 


7 This is also the spelling of Cod. 648 and the colophon. See below. 
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8. ff. 80a-82b. Expositio fidei, P. G. xxv, 200-208; Tajezi, 
pp. 119-123. Saquige oppoy Eppopyne[Fbu: ‘Concerning 
the holy Trinity.’ 

9. ff. 82b-91b. Sermo contra omnes haereses, P. G. xxviu, 
501-524. Gurugk uy § sts by ces ress fy ete Skpdacmdng : “That 
which was spoken against all heresies.’ 

10. ff. 91b-107b. De incarnatione et contra Arianos, P. G. 
XXvl, 984-1028. Banque opps CG ppapyn Fk Fe oP eos pil — 
“Concerning the holy Trinity and the Incarnation of the Son, 
spoken against the Arians.’ This version, which is also found 
in Cod. 648, is different in text and title from that published 
by Tajezi, pp. 27-56. Both Vienna mss. conclude the treatise 
with a doxology found neither in the Greek nor in Tajezi. 

11. ff. 107b-110b. Po putt puns Wann fFfauf webu po— 
ms pega sucfnkifs, Gu ns a Sut bk pdk path: 
‘On the verse according to the gospel of Matthew, He who 
will say a word against the Son of Man, it shall be forgiven him, 
but he who will speak against the Holy Spirit, it shall not be 
forgiven him, neither in this age nor in the future.’ This is a 
fragment of Epistola [IV ad Serapionem, P. G. xxvi, 648, zepi 
dé ov ypadwyv édjrwoas ebaryyedtxod pyrod kt’. In Greek manu- 
scripts it is found in the collection of twenty-one treatises in 
L and its allies, but not in S, where the text of Epistola [V ad 
Serapionem is given complete.® 

12-13. ff. 112a-131b. Disputatio contra Arium, P. G. xxviii, 
440 ff. The Greek piece is divided in the Armenian, and the 
transition, Aourdv epi Tov dyiou Tvebpatos Sythowpe, replaced by 
a title. There are notable differences between the text of Tajezi 
and that of Cod. 629. Neither is exactly coextensive with the 
Greek, but Tajezi’s contains a few more lines than Cod. 629. 

ff. 112a-127a. S paul ws fuounr {dé fri f Faym{ bhhfry ai. 
UO pfrauis ; put fr U ° ous pling Pio ph inaen poe fi bust at ’ 


8 F. Wallis, ‘On Some Manuscripts of the Writings of St. Athanasius,’ Journal of 
Theological Studies, III (1901), pp. 101, 106; K. Lake, ‘Some Further Notes on the 
mss. of the Writings of St. Athanasius,’ ibid. V, 1904, pp. 110-111. 
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Pew Yy fqutigfoe Uqteuutiypne: ‘Dialogue on the 
Council of Nicea against Arius, in the year 310 (sic) of the 
divine incarnation, in the days of the pious emperor Constan- 
tine and of the blessed Pope Sylvester and of the episcopacy 
of Byzantium (szc) of Alexander.’ P. G. xxviii, 440-488c, . . 
Kal pla wavtoxpatopia tvyxave; ‘Tajezi, pp. 134-182. 

ff.127-131b. bagaehy fuig fp pupdbuy purquegu uppry 
Snycngu: ‘Dispute of the same again, concerning the Holy 
Spirit.’ P. G. xxviii, 488c, é7revd7) uadvoTa a@picw to 497A Beds rod 
véypanrrat 76 Trvedua; Tajezi, pp. 182-190. Tajezi’s text extends 
to P. G. xxviii, 4974, . . . adda 7G Od. 

14. ff. 131b-155a. ‘Dialogue between Athanasius and Zac- 
chaeus.’ Edited by F. C. Conybeare, Anecdota Oxoniensia, 
Classical Series, Part VIII; Tajezi, pp. 191-234. Gapgt Upp— 
Quunnuds 1 fFiut npyeng: ‘Dispute of the same St. Atha- 
nasius and Zacchaeus against the Jews, concerning the divinity 
of the Son.’ 

15. ff. 155a-170b. Suaquiges funpSpypwde fiat Lh pp 
inking TT Oneal gl ype of cs prope yb fF bus; ‘Concern- 
ing the mystery of the doctrine acceptable to God for those 
baptized.’ 

All. UpFust fr of us gh preg £ De fees ad 
puygenghh pau pings B gifs puns fF bush 7G uu y fon eee all . 
Gusju Surg fy ly 0 tpl f gi was 9 fuses 14 fr Ext Gusts rs by wu) ft 
purgae [Fiat Ephifyg f fu. Bu. "h Skp Lp: Nl pai Fr py. 
This is a treatise on baptism addressed to catechumens. So 
far as I can discover, it is not identical with any known work 

° The title reads somewhat differently in Cod. 648; Gu quau fuapSpymini but 
Shpunkyng. yopaed be Yannis ykpgugn ys fupquny kine huh: Still another 
form appears in the colophon (No. 14), discussed below. 
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of Athanasius. A treatise on baptism ascribed to Athanasius, 
but witb a different incipit, is found in a Syriac manuscript of 
the thirteenth century, Brit. Mus., Add. 14,727, ff. 55a—-105a. 
See Wright, Catalogue of Syriac mss., IT, p. 887. 

16. ff. 17la-192a. In passionem et crucem Domini, P. G. 
Xxvlil, 185-249. hh fuspl fu pin fr purpa fF but Skuints 
fkpay 10 8 uf f uf Pin pf aagh pnp & gal sas pret fr hy: tf E— 
gry: ‘On the sufferings and resurrection of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, our very God incarnate.’ 

17. ff. 192b-193b. Ugqoffe: ‘Prayers.’ Inc. My Eputk sf 
Uameubhghp.-- Des, be bpurgunfunt aque Sp sph shu gf 
fu shu fas pr gue pls gee. of asus fos pp lsh , fir PL La 
feunfutigtusy, pfs L..- The desinit breaks off in the middle 
of a sentence at the end of the paper, evidently because of a 
lacuna in the exemplar. 

18. ff. 194a-201b. Smququ hneunffbwi; ‘Concerning 
virginity.’ A fragment of this treatise, otherwise unknown, has 
been edited from a Syriac manuscript of the British Museum, 
Add. 14,607, saec. vi-vii, by Professor J. Lebon, ‘Athanasiana 
syriaca I, Un doyos rept rapfevias attribué a saint Athanase 
d’Alexandrie,’ Le Muséon, XL (1927), pp. 205 ff. The text is 
fragmentary in Cod. 629 but complete in Cod. 648. See below. 

19. ff. 202a—205b are blank and are followed (ff. 206a—209a) 
by the end of an ascetic discourse which is identical with 
neither the Greek De virginitate (P. G. xxvii, 251-281) nor 
with the ‘Letter to the virgins’ published by Lebon, ‘Athana- 
siana syriaca II,’ Le Muséon, XLI, pp. 169 ff. Des... . 7p 

20. ff. 209a-210b. De incarnatione dei verbi, P. G. xxviii, 
25-29; Tajezi, pp. 281-283. Upunugpacft fet uss pk jus hast 
‘Apostolic exposition of the divine incarnation of the Word of 


God.’ 


10 Cod. 648 adds 4c opi sfi- 
11 Cod. 648 omits yerququ- 


ARMENIAN MANUSCRIPTS OF ATHANASIUS 49 


21. ff. 210b-210a:. Epistola ad Jovianum de fide, P. G. xxviii, 
532; Tajezi, p. 344. Un 8npfutinn? fFugunenp-. Burnquge 
funuuny: ‘To the Emperor Jovian concerning faith.’ 

22. ff. 210a°-214b. Quod unus sit Christus, P. G. xxviii, 
121-132; Tajezi, pp. 56-63. Yuet Sunumny fk ff 
fu. pung hl Qoynuf Yurfanonugeny 14, ‘Concerning [the] 
faith that Christ is one, against Paul of Samosata.’ 

23. ff. 214b-216b. Homily on John 12, 27, P. G. xxvi, 1240- 
1244; Tajezi, pp. 64-67. Qap FEY aygdl wid ful fap 
naff £: ‘On “My soul is troubled.”’ 

24. ff. 216b-230b. Contra Apollinarium IT, P. G. xxvi, 1132- 
1165; Tajezi, pp. 68-88. Buquaqu pphwhwth® Bus yn— 
Une fia SKunt Phpry 6 funcuf F pfu: *Concern- 
ing the saving manifestation of our Lord Jesus Christ.’ 

f. 23la. Subscript, cf. supra, p. 44; f. 231b blank. 

f. 232a-b. Table of Contents; ff. 233-237 blank. 


The second Viennese manuscript, Cod. 648, is much older 
and, though not dated, should probably be assigned to the 
thirteenth or fourteenth century." It measures 16 x 12 cm. 
and is written in bolorgir with 27-29 lines to a page. Some of 
the pages have been badly worm-eaten so that the text is oc- 
casionally illegible. There is no spacing between words, and 
initial capitals are frequently omitted in the titles, where the 
scribe evidently intended to finish them off with a greater flour- 
ish but never returned to his task. On the fly-leaf is found a 
note similar to that in Cod. 629, ‘Bought in the year 1898 in 
Constantinople from the priest John Mkrean in exchange for 
books.’ Of a second note in an older hand only the letters 
for ‘Number .. . 15,’ with the date 1789, are legible. Below this 
the figure . . . 12 can be made out, and this may have been 

12 Cod. 648 reads Barpfuinu. 

13 Cod. 648 adds 4 before quui, 

14 Cod. 648 reads Yeo numugny, 

15 Cod. 648 omits Pp4u hush. 

18a It is described briefly by N. Akinian (Eine neu-entdeckte Schrift des Katholikos 
Johannes Odznetzi De Incarnatione Verbi, Huschardzean, Festschrift aus Anlass des 


100-jihrigen Bestandes der Mechitaristen-Kongregation in Wien, Vienna, 1911, pp. 
336-344), who believes it to have been written at Metzob in the fourteenth century. 
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part of the same date. In this manuscript the corpus of Athana- 
sian writings is preceded by five other treatises by different 
authors. The Athanasian treatises are the following: 

1. ff. 15a—25b. De incarnatione dei verbi et contra Arianos, 
P. G. xxvi, 992c ray aiwywy jy ete. (Tajezi, p. 33, |. 3) to 1028a. 
The beginning of the treatise is missing in this manuscript, 
but the text is complete in Cod. 629, ff. 91b-107b; Tajezi, 
pp. 27-56. 

2. ff. 25b-33a. Sermo contra omnes haereses, P. G. xxviii, 
501-524; Cod. 629, ff. 82b—91b. 

3. ff. 33a-33b. Epistola ad Liberium, P. G. xxviii, 1444- 
1445; Tajezi, pp. 117-118; Cod. 629, ff. 79b-80a. 

4. ff. 33b-35b. Expositio fidei, P. G. xxv, 200-208; Tajezi, 
pp. 119-123; Cod. 629, ff. 80a-82b. 

5. ff. 35b-36b. De incarnatione dei verbi, P. G. xxviii, 25— 
29; Tajezi, pp. 281-283; Cod. 629, ff. 209a—210b. 

6. ff. 36b-37a. Ad Jovianum de fide, P. G. xxviii, 532; 
Tajezi, p. 344; Cod. 629, ff. 210b-210a. 

7. ff. 37a-40b. Quod unus sit Christus, P. G. xxviii, 121- 
132; Tajezi, pp. 56-63; Cod. 629, ff. 210a—214b. 

8. ff. 40b—-42b. Sermon on John 12, 27, P. G. xxvi, 1240- 
1244; Tajezi, pp. 64-67; Cod. 629, ff. 214b-216b. 

9. ff. 42b-53a. Contra Apollinarium I, P. G. xxvi, 1132- 
1165; Tajezi, pp. 68-88; Cod. 629, ff. 219b—230b. 

10. ff. 53b-76a. Epistola I ad Serapionem, P. G. xxvi, 529- 
607; Tajezi, pp. 86-116; Cod. 629, ff. 4a-30b. 

11. ff. 76a-80a. Epistola III ad Serapionem, P. G. xxvi, 
623c-6374; Cod. 629, fi. 33b—38a. 

12. ff. 80a-102a. Letter to the church at Antioch against 
Arianism, Cod. 629, ff. 38a—65b. 

13. ff. 102b-105b. Epistola ad Epictetum, P. G. xxvi, 1049- 
1069; Tajezi, pp. 324-343; Cod. 629, ff. 66a~73b. 

14. ff. 105b-112a. Epistola ad Adelphium, P. G. xxvi, 1072- 
1083; Tajezi, pp. 124-133; Cod. 629, ff. 73b—-79a. 

15. ff. 112a-124b. On baptism, Cod. 629, ff. 155a—170b. 


16 ‘These are two works ascribed to Gregory of Nazianz, one (ff. 83a-4a) on Ezekiel 
(P. G. xxxvi, 665-669), the other (ff. 4a-6b) a letter to Evagrius on divinity (P. G. 
xlvi, 1101 ff.; cf. xxxvili, 383), and a series of short anonymous pieces (ff. 7a—-14b). 
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16. ff. 124b-143b. In passionem et crucem domini, P. G. 
XXvili, 185-249; Cod. 629, ff. 171-193. 

17. ff. 143b-148b. De virginitate, Muséon, XL (1927), 
pp. 205 ff.; Cod. 629, ff. 194a-201b. Four pages follow with 
a table of contents (ff. 15la—b) in a modern hand. 


Having described the Athanasian corpora in the two Vienna 
codices, we should now compare them with the other available 
Armenian evidence on this point and with the corpora of the 
Greek manuscripts. The Armenian evidence consists of one 
manuscript, Cod. Venet. 818, and a colophon of unknown 
origin. The manuscript is what is left of a paper codex of the 
twelfth century, written by Nerses of Lampron and now pre- 
served in modern binding in the Mechitarists’ library in Venice. 
It was used by Tajezi” for the first eleven treatises of his edi- 
tion. The order of treatises in the manuscript is as follows, but 
it is evident from the signatures that a piece has dropped out 
between the Dialogue with Zacchaeus and Epistola I ad Serap- 
ionem. The beginning of the latter has been lost through a cut 
of approximately the first ten lines of the page, and there is no 
reason to suppose that it was not followed by other works of 
Athanasius before it was damaged. It is not clear why Tajezi 
transposed Epistola I ad Serapionem from its place in the 
manuscript to one between Contra Apollinarium II and Ad 
Liberium. 


De incarnatione et contra Arianos. 

Quod unus sit Christus. 

Homily on John 12, 27. 

Contra Apollinarium IT. 

Ad Liberium. 

Expositio fidei. 

Ad Adelphium. 

Disputationes cum Ario. 

Dialogue between Athanasius and Zacchaeus. 
Epistola I ad Serapionem. (The text is fragmentary.) 


The colophon referred to is cited without mention of its 


oe Se ee ee 


jews 


7 Pages £-P. 
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source by Karekin '* in his work on ancient Armenian versions, 
and is reproduced by Tajezi*® and Conybeare.” It attributes 
the translation of seventeen treatises of Athanasius to ‘the 
first translators,’ that is, Mesrop and his school, and that of 
five others to a distinguished Armenian theologian and trans- 
lator of the eighth century, Stephen of Siunik. 

The colophon reads as follows: 

1-2. P Sanghi uo, Sunp hphfi, ‘On the Holy Spirit, two 
treatises.’ 

8. Ligh Upputinumg, ‘Against the Arians.’ 

4. pf ey Gppapen Pius fa ft Postips [FP bas 
peutft, ‘On the Holy Trinity and on the incarnation of the 
Logos.’ 

5. Un hun plhnbil ot (sic) Gujpul. Gap pis fFurgeng, ‘To 
Epictetus bishop of the Corinthians.’ 

6. Un Phpapbyaw (Sic) Guypuluynn, ‘To Philadelphus 
bishop.’ 

7. Un lhfifae (sic) Gaful. Zamfdeusy, ‘To Liberius 
bishop of Rome.’ 

8. Suquge uppry Eppapym fiw, ‘Concerning the 
Holy Trinity.’ 

9. Ligyhil ufbingh Sépdnemdsng, ‘Against all heresy.’ 

10. SE a Sagenyh upp y Gus ponypnyasg , “Concerning 
those who blaspheme the Holy Spirit.’ 

1. Liggphuggpa ph pip Upfouf, gurpugu Un 
nemda [thot ppengh (pustifir), ‘Dispute against Arius 
concerning the divinity of the Son (Logos).’ 

12. ‘pu pdbiu, TTT A in ji’ jeqyaqge uppry Sngen ys 
‘Again against the same, concerning the Holy Spirit.’ 

18. Ligh Qu pkauf ey oe Japp Qumncmds ne 
Flat fpyeng, ‘Against Zacchaeus the Jew concerning the 
divinity of the Son.’ 

14. G arr uss funpSpoyend off busting Lh pnkyng, ‘Concern- 
ing the mysteries of baptism.’ 

15. Guquigs Yaron kwh, ‘Concerning virginity.’ 

18 Pages 287-288, 

19 Pages h-2. 

20 Dialogue between Athanasius and Zacchaeus, p. x. 
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16. P fusp gus pout fu fr papas fet Shunt, ‘On the 
sufferings and resurrection of the Lord.’ 

17. Uqoftp, ‘Prayers.’ ULeus pun Go fFikununh Bumpy 
P ust $ us gis PE png fp yacht fp Sarg peuppoup , “End of the seven- 
teen works of St. Athanasius translated by our first translators 
from Greek into the Armenian language.’ 

1. 8 usyurgu Pap fie pos fF buss Uuunnidny push frit ’ 
‘Concerning the incarnation of the Word of God.’ 

2. Un Bad pfstins Puaqguenyp-. Uy ee Suse usin yy 
‘To Jovian the emperor, concerning faith.’ 

8. Lig bl Quseynufs Yurfnumugeng [FE fr £ Us. ) 
‘Against Paul of Samosata, that God is one.’ 

4. Buquigu FE width fal fanniffuy £, “Concerning “My 
soul is troubled.’’’ 

5. Buquage pupntim but Stunt, ‘Concerning the 
manifestation of the Lord.’ 

Oewunun Sigk phi Burn figs 
shu UY unketfrustionn fr U frrtikury Gig fru lpr fr, fans pl 
prepenyey 
‘End of the five.treatises of St. Athanasius which were trans- 
lated of late by Stephen bishop of Siunik. He completed what 
was ordered by thee, O sublime, thrice blessed doctor of like 
name and favor with the great son of a barren woman’ [that 
is, John the Baptist].”! 

It will be observed that while some of the titles of the colo- 
phon are easily identifiable, others are in themselves ambiguous 
and uncertain. We are, however, helped in their identification 
by the curious circumstance that the order of treatises in the 
colophon and that in Cod. 629 are parallel. The agreement is 

#1 ‘The person here referred to as the instigator of Stephen’s translation is undoubt- 
edly John Odznetzi, Armenian Catholicos, a.p. 717-728. It is possible that the transla~- 
tions were made as part of the preparations for the synod of Managkert, a.p. 726. 
See E. Ter-Minassiantz, Die armenische Kirche in ihren Beziehungen zu den syrischen 


Kirchen (Texte und Untersuchungen, N. F. XI, 4), Leipzig, 1904, pp. 71, 80 ff.; Fr. 
Tournebize, Histoire politique et religieuse de l’Arménie, I, Paris, 1910, p. 140. 
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not exact but is close enough for our purpose. Thus, in the first 
group the first 1tem must be two of the letters to Serapion, and 
the fact that Cod. 629 contains Epistolae I, II, and III, and 
Cod. 648 Epistolae I and III, leads us to suppose that Epistolae 
I and III are intended by the two works on the Holy Spirit. 
Item three is also in itself uncertain, but when we observe that 
in Cod. 629 the Letters to Serapion are followed by the Letter 
to the church of Antioch, which is also a refutation of Arianism, 
the identification can hardly be doubtful.” ‘Concerning the 
Holy Trinity’ is a natural title for the Expositio fidei and is at- 
tested by the manuscript employed by Tajezi (p. 119). The 
treatise on baptism must certainly be the one found in the 
Vienna manuscripts, and the prayers can hardly be a different 
collection from that found in Cod. 629, ff. 192b ff. In the second 
group also the corpus of Cod. 629 is of assistance, for in the 
latter the De incarnatione dei verbi precedes the Letter to 
Jovian, and Contra Apollinarium II, which 1s also a treatise on 
the incarnation, follows the Homily on John 12, 27. It is thus 
possible to identify all the items of the colophon with treatises 
contained in Cod. 629. 

This correspondence in order between Cod. 629 and the 
colophon deserves further consideration, since it furnishes an 
important clue to the history of the formation of the Armenian 
Athanasian corpora. It must be remembered that the list of the 
colophon is a chronological classification in which the treatises 
are grouped according to the dates of their translation into 
Armenian. There is no reason to suppose that the author of 
the colophon had another manuscript before him, for it is in- 
conceivable that a Greek, and improbable that an Armenian, 
codex would have accidentally provided an order of treatises so 
suited to his classification as to enable him to form his two 
groups without conspicuous rearrangement. The difference in 
order, however, between Cod. 629 and the colophon consists 


22 It was perhaps this work which was translated from Armenian into Georgian by 
Gregory of Uséi (cf. P. Peeters, ‘Traductions et traducteurs dans |’hagiographie orien- 
tale,’ Analecta Bollandiana, XL,.1922, p. 278, n. 4), but there is also a quotation from 
III Oratio contra Arianos in the 4/¥g Susumny- See note 26 below. 
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only in two additions to the contents of the latter and the 
change in position of two pieces within its first group, as the 
following table illustrates: 


Cod. Vind. 629 Colophon 
Epistola I ad Serapionem .... A.1 
Epistola II ad Serapionem 

(fragmentary) 
Epistola III ad Serapionem .. A.2 
Letter to the Antiochene church A. 3 


Epistola ad Epictetum ...... A. 5 
Epistola ad Adelpbium ...... A.6 
Epistola ad Liberium ....... A.7 
Expositio fidel .............. A.8 
Contra omnes haereses....... A.9 
De incarnatione dei verbi et 
contra Arianos ........... A. 4 

Homily on Matt. 12, 32...... A. 10 
Disputatiocum AriolI ...... A. 11 
Disputatio cum Ario II ...... A. 12 

. Dialogue between Athanasius 

and Zacchaeus ........... A. 13 

. On baptism ............... A. 14 
In passionem et crucem domini A. 16 
Prayers: sites ada nies eeeee A.17 

. De virginitate .............. A.15 
Fragment of an ascetic discourse 

. De incarnatione dei verbi.... B.1 

. Epistola ad Jovianum de fide B.2 

. Quod unus sit Christus ...... B.3 
Homily on John 12, 27 ...... B.4 

. Contra Apollinarium IT ..... B.5 


55 


Cod. Vind. Cod. Venet. 


648 
10 


818 
11 


Or 


2 
3 
A 


There can be little doubt that the corpus of Cod. 629 was 
based on that of the colophon. 

A comparison of the order of Cod. 629 and the colophon with 
those of the other two manuscripts is also instructive. Between 
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them Cod. 648 and Cod. 818 contain all that is in Cod. 629 
except the Homily on Matt. 12, 32, the prayers, Epistola IT 
ad Serapionem, and the fragmentary ascetic discourse. The 
homily and prayers appear in the colophon, but Epistola II ad 
Serapionem and the ascetic discourse do not. This suggests 
that they are specific additions of Cod. 629 and do not belong 
to the corpus from which it descends. Furthermore, all four 
lists have sequences of at least three treatises in common, and 
Cod. 648 and Cod. 818 each have sequences in common with 
Cod. 629 and the colophon but not supported by the other. 
For instance, Disputationes cum Ario are followed by the Dia- 
logue between Athanasius and Zacchaeus in Cod. 629, the 
colophon, and Cod. 818, but are omitted from Cod. 648, while 
in Cod. 648 the treatise on baptism is followed by In passionem 
et crucem domini, and De incarnatione dei verbi is followed 
by Epistola ad Jovianum, as in Cod. 629 and the colophon, but 
the four pieces do not appear in Cod. 818. It is therefore im- 
possible to suppose that the colophon is an expansion of either 
Cod. 648 or Cod. 818. That the corpora of Cod. 648 and Cod. 
818 are modifications of the original corpus represented by Cod. 
629 and the colophon is not only highly probable in itself but 
is confirmed by the fact that in Cod. 648 a reminiscence of the 
colophon survives. On f. 35b between the end of Expositio fidei 
and the title of De incarnatione dei verbi is written -y.p 
sana Ifhin(y) Splg Sura Uinbipusiou fs & fFuspyl usb 
(: ¢#&q: ‘These present five works were translated for us by 
Stephen.’ Now the five treatises which follow are precisely 
those which form the colophon’s second group but were evi- 
dently displaced from their natural position at the end of 
the corpus by the compiler of Cod. 648. The reasons for this 
modification of the original order, both here and in Cod. 818, 
are not apparent, but are probably connected with convenience 
or accidents in copying. 

An important test of this tentative genealogy of the Armenian 
corpora is a comparison with the Greek corpora. It is clear 
that neither the corpus of Cod. 629 and the colophon, nor either 
modification of it in Cod. 648 and Cod. 818, was derived from 
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any of the known Greek collections.”*> With the elimination of 
Greek influence, therefore, and in the absence of evidence for 
earlier Armenian corpora, no reason appears for supposing the 
order within each of the two groups of the colophon to be other 
than arbitrary. 

A more difficult problem is to estimate the value of the state- 
ments about the translations made in the colophon. From the 
conclusion of the colophon itself it appears to have been written 
not long after the translations made by Stephen of Siunik and 
within the lifetime of John Odznetzi. Accordingly, unless firm 
ground be discovered for rejecting it, the statement about the 
last five treatises may be accepted. ‘The question, however, as 
to the group assigned to ‘the first translators’ is different. The 
best check here would be by a thorough philological study of 
the texts themselves,™* but a cursory examination of the lan- 
guage is enough to show that the evidence of the colophon is 
not to be taken at its face value, and that, in their present form, 
at least some of the pieces ascribed to ‘the first translators’ 
must be assigned to a later date. Furthermore the work was 
not done by a single hand or even by a single school, for some 
of the translations, for example, Tajezi’s text of the Letter to 
Epictetus, are free and idiomatic, while others exhibit the stiff 
literalness of the Grecophiles, so that it seems likely that they 
were texts current in Armenia before the eighth century, which 
a natural but mistaken enthusiasm assigned to the golden age 
of Armenian literature. 

23 See note 7 above, and K. Lake and R. P. Casey ‘The Text of the De Incarnatione 
of Athanasius,’ Harvard Theological Review, XIX, 1926, pp. 259-270; A. Stegmann, 
Die pseudo-athanasianische ‘IV. Rede gegen die Arianer’ als ‘xara ’Apecavav déoyos’ 
ein Apollinarisgut, Rottenburg, 1917, pp. 9 ff. 

24 Even this method, however, is not without its uncertainties, and it must be ad- 
mitted that a secure basis for the chronology of early Armenian literature has not as 
yet been established. Affinities and developments in language and style are evident 
and well recognized in the texts, but widely divergent views are held about their dating. 
These differences have emerged with great clearness in the discussion of the age of the 
Armenian version of the Bible, particularly of the New Testament. See F. Macler, Le 
texte arménien de ]’évangile (Anales du Musée Guimet, XXVIII), Paris, 1919, with 
full bibliography; R. P. Blake in Harvard Theological Review, X XI, 1928, pp. 286 ff.; 
Zarphanalian Karekin, pp. 1 ff.; and also J. Manandean, @rehwpwh guypagp be tps 
qupyugd at spfuthkpp, Vienna, 1928. 
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In spite of some uncertainties the evidence before us suggests 
the following history of the Armenian version of Athanasius. 
At various times between the fifth and eighth centuries works of 
a dogmatic and edifying character attributed to Athanasius 
were rendered into Armenian. Shortly after this an unknown 
editor assembled a corpus of these translations, some of which, 
with questionable insight, he ascribed to ‘the first translators,’ 
others, with definite knowledge, to Stephen of Siunik. On the 
basis of this corpus and with but slight alterations was formed 
the corpus now found in Cod. Vind. 629; more radical modi- 
fications produced the collections in Cod. Venet. 818 (twelfth 
century) and Cod. Vind. 648 (thirteenth to fourteenth century). 
Neither the original corpus nor any of its dependents appears to 
have been influenced by the Greek corpora. Other works of 
Athanasius were probably translated into Armenian at an early 
period but were not included in the original corpus. Of this a 
conspicuous example is the Life of Anthony, which, both on 
philological grounds and from external evidence, is generally 
admitted to be one of the earliest of Armenian translations.” 
The 4/up Sescunnny, a monophysite catena made early in the 
seventh century, has Athanasian quotations from Oratio II 
contra Arianos, Tomus ad Antiochenos, Contra Apollinarium [, 
and the Festal Letters, as well as from De passione et cruce 
domini; * and identification of Athanasian quotations in the 
Liber Epistolarum *’ and in several unpublished catenae might 
add to this list. Further investigation in the East would un- 
doubtedly bring to light fresh material, if not actually new 


25 Karekin, pp. /t, 286. A colophon in a manuscript described in Erevak, IV, pp. 
40-47 (cf. Dashian, Catalogue, p. 2), attributes the Armenian version of this piece to 
the middle of the fifth century. With the exception of Athos, Vatopedi 6, the Vita 
Antonii does not figure in the Greek corpora; see K. Lake, Journal of Theological 
Studies, V, p. 112, note 1. 

26 J. Lebon, ‘Les citations patristiques grecques du Sceau de la foi,’ Revue d’histoire 
ecclesiastique, XXV, 1929, pp. 8-9. There are several quotations of doubtful origin 
and the spurious De sancta trinitate dialogus IV (P. G. xxviii, 1249 ff.) is attributed 
to Basil of Caesarea. This evidence should, however, be used with some caution, for, 
so far as I am aware, no thorough investigation has been made of the sources of this 
catena. Some of its quotations may have been rendered directly from the Greek or 
derived from Greek catenae. 

1 thee Pqfeng, Tiflis, 1901. 
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texts, but manuscripts of the Armenian corpora are evidently 
rare.” 


28 | have found none in other catalogues of European libraries, and neither Fr. 
Akinian, who has examined a large part of the collection at Etschmiadzin, nor Profes- 
sor R. P. Blake, who had the kindness to look at Jerusalem and on Mt. Sinai for me, 
could report others. The following Athanasiana in Armenian manuscripts at the Bib- 
liothéque Nationale deserve special mention: De incarnatione dei verbi (P. G. xxviii, 
25-29; Tajezi, pp. 281-283), B. N., Cod. Arm. 201 (paper, notragir, 17th-18th cen- 
tury), ff. 79a-80a; Cod. Arm. 311 (paper, notragir, 17th-18th century). Ad Jovianum 
de fide (P. G. xxviii, 531; Tajezi, p. 344), B. N., Cod. Arm. 201, ff. 80a-80b; Cod. Arm. 
$11, ff. 154b-155a. (It is notable that De incarnatione dei verbi is followed by the 
Letter to Jovian in Codd. Vind. 629 and 648 and in Karekin’s colophon, but not in the 
Greek manuscripts.) De sancta trinitate (Tajezi, pp. 239-242), B. N., Cod. Arm. 110 
(paper, erkathagir, 12th century), f. 4a 1. Vita Antonii (P. G. xxvi, 835-976; Tajezi, 
pp. 533-614), B. N., Cod. Arm. 110, ff. 106a 2-112a 2; Cod. Arm. 115 (paper, bolorgir, 
18th-14th century), ff. 2b-6b. (In many Armenian as well as in Syriac manuscripts 
this last piece is abbreviated. A study of the Armenian corresponding to F. Schultess’ 
study of the Syriac [Probe einer syrischen Version der Vita S. Antonii, Leipzig, 1894] is 
needed.) Epistula ad Justinum Africae (Tajezi, pp. 345-346), B. N., Cod. Arm. 110, 
ff. 184b 2-185a 1. (Two of Tajezi’s manuscripts describe this as a Jetter to Augustine 
of Africa, one to Justin. The Paris codex reads simply: Paegh UfPurtuuf-) De 
spiritu sancto (Inc. psy She ng EPS qSagh asgfoupS fp ung, urge qin 
wp gUly-)+ B.N., Cod. Arm. 116 I (paper, bolorgir, 14th century), f. 326. (Macler 
has failed to notice that this treatise does not run to the end of the volume, but ends 
on f. 330a 3 and is followed by another work on a similar theme by Gregory the Illu- 
minator: Uppers Pebenph Sergey Leeowenp sf faut qurpuinkus Snqeng uppng: 
Ine. "4% ass gu ly Ee sss 4 Shq wzguntSbinke, etc.). 
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TWO ARMENIAN CREEDS 
NERSES AKINIAN 


MECHITARISTENKONGREGATION, VIENNA 
AND 


ROBERT P. CASEY 


UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI 


ARMENIAN dogmatic literature is rich in creeds, some of which 
remain unpublished. The two which follow have a claim on 
general interest because one bears the name of Athanasius, and 
is an Armenian counterpart to the famous Latin spurium,! 
while the other is a curious commentary on a well-known text. 


I 


The first 1s found on f. 159b of Cod. 324 of the Mechitarists’ 
library in Vienna, a Cilician paper manuscript of the fourteenth 
century. It is written very closely in a cramped hand, without 
word division and with frequent abbreviation, and is not 
always easy to read. The same document is found in the 
Armenian ‘Socrates Minor’ (Ter-Movsesian, Vagharshapat, 
1897, p. 45), where it is described as a work of Athanasius, 
written after his return from exile under Julian, in order to 
restate the Nicene position and encourage orthodoxy. The text 
in “Socrates Minor’ presents the following variants: — 

2 mstnjenawor] mstnjenagow 
om. i¢cen 
aylustek*] aylust 
om. ew 
hogin 
nocin] nocunc 
om. amenayn 
9 gituteamb 


Onnn oe OO 


1 The Armenians also have versions of the ‘Quicunque vult,’ among which is found 
considerable textual variation. Three manuscripts are employed by Tajezi, Opera 
Athanasii, Venice, 1899, pp. 478-481. A different version is found on ff. 30b—34b of 
Cod. Arm. 121 of the Bibliothéque Nationale, a Crimean paper manuscript of the four- 
teenth century. 
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9 atberabar 
10 aylustek*] aylust 
14 p* afavori 
14 marmnaloyn] mamnaloy 
15 ordwoy astucoy 
15 xostovanemk‘] xndri ban 
15 om. et‘e 
16 cnaw] erewi 
16-17 marmnacaw] ansermnanay 
17 om surb 
17 xarné 
17-18 yorovaynin 
19 miaworut’ eamb tnawrénuteamb 
20 miov] ew 
21 mardkayins 
22 zmez 
22 norogescé] gorcescé 
24 tntesut‘ean] thawrénut‘* ean 
25 yawitean 
25-26 surb hogwoyn] ond hogwoyn srboy 
29 om. ew 
29 om. mek‘ 
29 or ayspes 
29 xostovanicen 
29 ew or etc] and nosa ew mek“, isk or ayl azg 
ice ink‘n dat hawurn datastani. 


The majority of these are insignificant, but 15 xostovanemk‘ | 
xndri ban, 16-17 marmnasaw] ansermnanay, 24 tntesut‘ ean] 
tnawrenut* ean (oixovouia), and the different conclusions sug- 
gest the possibility of independent translations of a Greek orig- 
inal. Against this is to be set the large measure of agreement 
between the two texts, but that is less impressive in so stereo- 
typed a document than in a more literary production. Apart 
from the variants, the language does not suggest translation, 
though formulae current in Greek and Syriac creeds appear. 

From the christological section it is clear that the work was 
not written by Athanasius, and the reason for connecting his 
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name with it was probably the same which produced distin- 
guished authors from the golden age of dogma for many creeds 
of a later period. The opening description of the Father is con- 
ventional, but the absence of credo or credimus is striking. The 
christology is evidently Monophysite, but the absence of late 
technical terms is remarkable, and even more so the restraint 
displayed in the closing anathema, where only the Arians are 
mentioned. It is probable that the piece was a deliberate for- 
gery, and that the heretics whose views the author wishes to 
combat are not mentioned by name in order to avoid an obvious 
anachronism in the attribution to Athanasius. The statement, 
‘““we do not divide the Son,” coupled with the insistence that 
Christ suffered voluntarily and not of necessity, are Monophy- 
site commonplaces and do not help in fixing a precise date, but 
the allusion to the trisagion is reminiscent of the controversy 
begun by Peter the Fuller? and perpetuated by the Theo- 
paschites in the sixth century.’ The linguistic evidence in so 
brief and conventional a document is unsatisfactory, but as far 
as it goes it suggests a period between the end of the fifth and 
the end of the sixth century. 


Vienna, Mechitaristenbibliothek, Cod. 324, f. 159b. 


UO ppn yt UF (ais) usu fr pecs [F firts $ Utah fpgpi 
Sua yp arth Er Ds s0s by oss 7 fia P sunt Shiwuenp, sas uses pr fr § Ephuf fr 
Erp, fir np fr Uru aay ras rts Sp fght: Be npr ft Suu 
Sibu, fit mm § gar pracy pr brassy « au pron pr gush fig Suny fr af’ sunt 9 b= 
bush fg - wert A eer vests ees fir ser Tel can pul secs ry ha ft nyu punffl— 
uk fit nm $ us ff nouutk: p ff Lippe War brasy fc seth EYees ys frug in~ 
af ee Eqgbe: Gr Sag fru unl pp f ung fis pha (2) bub I jen 
un)y yrs Eplckwy np pocouenpl qual rises gis en praca piss es 
poeun q funn(2) Phu fit Lunpsop yes pape pe wry pe fee ps 
bap Oe ed i nm § a ff nouunk: p f Lh ppu ort brassy» uff ft 
Soph Epa l Fr yrppen(y) Eplcf: Uf wun ae fF fects 
pepe fis Eplckusy. Fr mnuuhdinarnpre(c) PF fch sur 9 141 10 
Wess bess 7 : Gp (p) appr fF ft funnuplusy- fr fr PTT EUET co 


2 Theodorus Lector, i. 20; W. A. Wigram, The Separation of the Monophysites, 
London, 1923, p. 29; Tixeront, Histoire des dogmes, III, Paris, 1922, pp. 105-106. 
3 Hefele-Leclercg, Histoire des conciles, II. 2, pp. 873-874. 


15 


146 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 


Sit midunk fp ke wif pfiyke, ag pig Papel 


Ny pig anh Bias pie Ife Papp lps (7) fle Bag asin pr 


30 


aries uy has , byes ef re. fit ng f Gu phe. aft flew B cer Te ous ny ees 1% ba 
poupbugl f pune gquath Eetius gis ws ppp (2) fete: Br nm § 
put uit p qgaupifs pum wtinnbun [F bush : Qh G funce 
F pfu Ell fit Us ULL fl, unyu Fr pucfunburias pu. 
Sup ft ATL pi ge Sngin yl wep pap yiacnpuyg fx pap4y- 
feuenpuyg Epfigu upp gas [Fad pe f if fr Sun cus ph yn 
unk po (2) [F fcts fit wounds ale) [Ffcts wo Gia pp Ep 
popup [Fé : Bc wa [TTT kp ws guy kas farina ful p - 
fir np mg ws guru hs fenuunnd uth: agri kal p npuyha une pp 
Susp pu baniflg fis gU.pfau fit pun inf fru qual Eos ys Sh pd- 
nem nyu: 


Creed of St. Athanasius: Eternal Father, omnipotent and 
everlasting, maker of heaven and earth and the creatures which 
are upon it;* and the Son, begotten of the Father and co-eternal 
[with him], having come into being timelessly and immaterially 
from the same substance and not from elsewhere, and all things 
were made by him; and the Holy Spirit, appearing from their 
essence as light from light, who illumines all creatures by the 
light of knowledge and, like a spring,’ distributes gifts by grace, 
and he did not come into being from elsewhere but came from 
the Father and appears from the Son, one Godhead appearing 
in three <persons > and preserving unchanged its individual- 
ity, a perfect Trinity and one glorious Godhead. And concern- 
ing the incarnation of God we thus confess that he who was in- 
describably and immaterially begotten of the Father, the same 
was incarnate of the Holy Virgin and mixed the unmixable in 


4 Cf. Gregory the Illuminator, Stromata IT (Venice, 1838), p. 16, lusaworé zerkir 
ew or i sma en ararack‘. Cf. Aphraates, Hom. 1, 15. 

5 Cf. Gregory the Illuminator, ibid, p. 18, hogwoyn srboy or albiurabar baSxeac 
Snorhs yararacs, 
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her womb indescribably and incomprehensibly. God made him 
by combinations, and one Son is confessed, worshipped, and 
glorified with one worship; who passed through all human suffer- 
ings without spot, voluntarily and not by necessity, so that he 
will renew for us the way to fulfil all righteousness. And we do 
not divide the Son according to an economy, because Jesus 
Christ, yesterday and today the same and forever, is praised 
with the Father and the Holy Spirit by things in heaven and 
things on earth with a trisagion, being summed up in the one 
Lordship and Godhead of the all-holy Trinity. And now we 
thus confess; and he who does not so confess we anathematize 
as the holy Fathers anathematized Arius and all the heretics 
with him. 
II 


The second creed, occupying f. 159a—b of the same codex, is 
a commentary on the formula regularly used in the liturgy of 
the Armenian church.’ The commentary consists of brief notes, 
based mainly on Epiphanius, which interrupt the text to indi- 
cate the heresies that each clause is particularly useful in 
refuting. None of the heretics mentioned are later than the 
fifth century.’ 


Vienna, Mechitaristenbibliothek, Cod. 324, f. 159a-b 


Zurnuinunt p gap hus pay bg fis une pe Sun pis f Ufirfury: 
— Zurnuinunl p ft uf fr Us. Suyp sari ExTr ets by sas 7 , pis pus pif gta 
kphipf be kphpp. eplckpbag be wikpken Fg: B wl p- 
full) Yowmwmd ppl wl bhi 76 AE pwlnuf - apf pugqnedl 
wou wukl: Ge fr uf fi’ min « Bu. fu. yup fu Uy. opi 
Gus sis Uy Sue pe f frud fi, ws pu fri pir phacfF but Suep: 8 
Qonwilpbwuy, qulnfplwhip drynnfl Punlbnnhp np wulkb 
pe ponr]eprclu he Pu-: Us. Uy, pry fr pouny: 8 ulin p- 
Lulif Qwuinnu Julnunwgh np wuwmg jek Su- vupy ip: 


6 The variants from the text published by J. Catergian, De fidei symbolo quo Ar- 
menii utuntur observationes, Vienna, 1893, pp. 1-2, are inconsiderable. 

7 Catergian (pp. 19-21) supposes the Armenian text to have originated at the end 
of the sixth century and to have found its way into the liturgy early in the seventh. 

8 So other ss.; cf. Catergian, p. 18; but the vulgate text reads #fu gu qur 
of Eelvess gla yearefpermbressSe us « 


1 


1 


2 


2 


3 


3 


4 


4 


0 


or 


0 


5 


0 


Or 


0 


Gr 


148 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 


Us. B gif aap fin Uy. B gif us punk Shaun Ec mm § gas press prs + 
nyu fugit f pun fF bik Suieyt: Bhpurcp figni kgur U- 
ppnu, npr wuwg jor npn hp gk Slik) fh pond jekik Awip > 
wz) wpuple wy : A pra unt Gis gis frusg fyb paph fia Br f 
flpu(y) php by bpbeb fe be wikpkongP pe. ap puquige 
fhp Pupp huts be fas Pepa) apply (ec) Peat Vb, 
pephufy, Pees pre res gas, DP sas purpura , OD us. Apes errces pb pas— 
wha f PP usp fru u(y) uppn(y) frvuhis Snyco upper : 
‘bumnwywupunkuy fligny fp wil p (aan illeg) fowl buunp, np 
unuly lruepy WUUWYG qo lkwyl he Yniukl: Ni poi fun oP aus pr— 
ffi, Sagft Br Lf fare , fir rust Ete ys np [us £ f TT 
Younwil plow) qulin plwulp ligny kwuyl Uuny flu , np wuk 
upd pl ph Uniukl, Pegg Ang Ev Uf pur ns UN, bqnih 
Ea Ginpfku, np mumg gunlifg nll) qlupd pit, Wz NE 
he UNILP pe Unruwkl: 0 yf ws posi kas Bu ng jiu pd fuse p: 8 wuli— 
9 flwlip fgni kwyl P whh Er Puph pnt Er Fupykowl, 
apf wmuug fli UN. wm surf Er Yupdkurcf ker Ol uline fetud p 
ipkrkgur Mpypl Ug. guegpruphp: Quip gunplony, fang 
Fuss, [Fury tusy, sapere. woop ypuspicgbusy: bqnd h Jn— 
any li Fun lleynhh fer Snidwupli Lk unk, apf wuug fli, 
ue! 9) E np fupsunkguel, Er ue’ 7) E nye guplwurl: G yjfu, 
ph ph fia tern fre Pas uP ered] y Trae. pro, pn Pk Saree 
ph fis fr get intusyu , apy Pus qgunnpa (ce) Pew n Z 
gn(y) uf us fr Qush : linn bil Ankhg Fer Ak Jiwlhnuwg kew Uti) 
wnulinng , apf mukl & jok qupleg wh ky qvupdl All qh 
wyuunrikugh: Zununnunt p Bu f Jnrpp Lng fi putty Bu 
f fuss pleusy, np feeocobe gue peepee fir ft Pio pyaphe 
Er pba psig , np £9n fh 8 apart , pupagkusg yu 
ru plush fir pal Gages f rie pipers: Punumywpmku) 
ligna Pulley nt, np wuwg jor £ng pli Unipp Gi(m) rag E 
ful qaugp ker qlpy hp: Zununnuul p fir fury Af fis gis pug 
Smipuhat be mpapkpuhwt kEbkgkgh: Uuughi ns 
wun pln nilhk) wmpurw fu ful qu pl pulp Ehknkgringh 
dnyny li: h uf fr Pi puna(e) [Ffch, pura» fa prefs fits, ft 
puin(L) Ffci Er ff [Faqa(c) Pfet Lb yusg : B ulin plubp 
Puph prt, np linhgu Llinwnk) uwmhdl wllug : ia) fununkh 
Eu qu yu pugqnid f, np grand fg he Snpyuliul Uy pupl, qh 
mbrluap E Uljpwnkjnglh U fpruwlqwdl Lbnunk) pum qPrrg: 
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hh pups) fet finkyng, I pp-een enn ces us ern sts Ys ass sufunkufg 
Snging Br Pus pling , pus ppusyn (2) Ff Enhufg Bir fh 
fGwtut ypuse fant h arti : Quunlwunku) wl u sbugkl Ev 
qnemugfl P whi Ex Pup pnt Er [Phnynw Er fo fewlu— 
Yuh fl ber wy fl, apf ns niihl wht gupn(r) piwl yu 
wmmunul he : hol nf p usu bis , fr Epplti, ypoupFaul ms fr 
Negh, quot bp kppltis yupé unl, ng hp Urine Sag, 
fant fe ys hg Eth, hunt yer pt En(2) Feuk mukiy i ioe 
bey QNpefs Uy. be yond Uap Qagfi, be [Ff sfrifinfub— 
[fb yard aggre pf, qugiy fra frets Wg l Gus fFag pls be 
Uri pk parks Ghkybgf: Unfwu ign pl, Uuphk, Pnunp- 
finu, Ywoklnpwlnu, Qnpyppprp, Puph pnt, Qnifennpu, 
Ev Awd wiplk li of fpufunprf finght, frppnrpny Fnyndl- w— 
LEG. 


Creed which the holy Fathers at Nicea formulated: We believe 
in one God, the Father almighty, maker of heaven and earth, of 
things visible and invisible: All the heathen are rebuked and an- 
swered, who say there are many gods: and in one Lord Jesus 
Christ the Son of God begotten of God the Father, as only- 
begotten, i. e. from the essence of the Father: The Chalcedonian 
council 1s censured and rebuked, which says there are two natures 
in Christ: God of God, Light of Light: Paul of Samosata is re- 
buked, who says that Jesus was a man: very God of very God, 
begotten and not made, the same [being] of the substance of the 
Father: Arius ts rightly condemned, who said that the Son was not 
begotten from the substance of the Father but was made: by whom 
all things in heaven and on the earth were made, both visible 
and invisible: who for us men and for our salvation came down 
from heaven, was incarnate, was made man, [and] was perfectly 
conceived of the holy Virgin Mary by the Holy Spirit: The am- 


pious Nestorius ts condemned and censured, who said it was an 


ordinary man born from the Virgin: from whom he received 


a body, spirit, and mind, and everything which pertains to a 
man: The accursed Apollinarius is condemned and rebuked, who 
says [that] the body 1s from the Virgin but the spirit and mind he 
did not take [from her]. Eutyches ts also condemned, who said he 
had the body from heaven but not from the Holy Virgin: truly and 


50 


55 
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not in imagination: The accursed Mani is condemned and Mar- 
cion and Bardesanes, who said in appearance and in tmagination, 
and in a likeness the Son of God appeared in the world: he suffered, 
was crucified, was buried, [and] rose on the third day: The coun- 
cul of Chalcedon 1s condemned and the Tome of Leo, which said that 
there was one who suffered and another who rose: coming into 
heaven in the same body, he sat down on the right hand of the 
Father; he will return in the same body in the glory of the 
Father to judge the living and the dead, whose kingdom shall 
have no end: Against the Jews and heathen and other heresies, 
who say the body is from the sun so that tt should be honored: and 
we believe in the Holy Spirit, uncreated and perfect, who spoke 
in the law and in the prophets [and] in the gospels, who de- 
scended on the Jordan, who proclaimed the messenger, and 
dwelt in the saints: Macedonius 1s condemned and censured, who 
said that the Holy Spirit ts inferior to the Father and the Son: we 
believe in this one Catholic and Apostolic Church: They saad 2 
was impossible to receive other than the council of the Nacene 
church: in one baptism [and] repentance [and] the pardon and 
remission of sins: Marcion 1s condemned, who instituted trople 
baptism,” but many also despise this and even many who were bap- 
tezed often in the Jordan," because tt ts impossible for those who are 
baptized to be baptized again according to the Scriptures: in the 
resurrection of the dead, in the eternal judgment of spirits and 
bodies, in the kingdom of heaven and in eternal life: Let them be 
ashamed and confounded and repentant, Mani and Marcon and 
Theodos * and the archontikoi and others,* who do not expect a res- 
urrection to judgment; but those who say there was a time when 
the Son was not, or there was a time when the Holy Spirit was 
not, or that they came out of nothing, or say that the Son of 
God or the Holy Spirit are of another substance and that they 

® The Jews here intended are undoubtedly the so-called Heliognosti or Deinvictiaci, 
Philaster, Div. haer. liber, 10. The heathen are evidently Zoroastrians. 

10 Epiphanius, Haer. 42, 3, 6 (see A. von Harnack, Marcion [Texte und Untersuch- 
ungen 44], p. 175). This detail is given by Eznik iv. 16 (Schmidt’s transl., p. 204). 

11 Probably the Hemerobaptists; cf. Epiphanius, Haer. 17. 


12 Cf. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. vii. 106, 4. 
13 Cf. Epiphanius, Haer. 40, 8. 
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are changeable and alterable, those the Catholic and Apostolic 
Church condemns: These are condemned, Sabellius, Photinus,“ 
Valentinus, Porphyry,* Marcion, Zouthoris,'* and all who think 
with them [and] the Fourth Council: Amen. 


14 Photinus, the follower of Marcellus of Ancyra; cf. Epiphanius, Haer. 71. 

185 Porphyry, patriarch of Antioch a.p. 404-413; see Dictionary of Christian Bi- 
ography, IV, p. 443. 

16 Can this be a corruption of Zarathustra? Cf. note 7 above; on the wide variety 
of confusion over this name see A. V. Williams Jackson, Zoroaster the Prophet of 
Ancient Iran, New York, 1899, pp. 12f. 


CAMBRIDGE 


UNIVERSITY PRESS 


Harvard Divinity School 


An Armenian Version of Athanasius's Letter to Epictetus 
Author(s): Robert P. Casey 
Source: [he Harvard Theological Review, Vol. 26, No. 2 (Apr., 1933), pp. 127-150 


Published by: Cambridge University Press on behalf of the Harvard Divinity School 


Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/ 1508184 
Accessed: 31-03-2015 20:23 UTC 


Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of the Terms & Conditions of Use, available at 
http://www.jstor.org/page/into/about/policies/terms.jsp 


JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content 
in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. 
For more information about JSTOR, please contact support @jstor.org. 


Cambridge University Press and Harvard Divinity School are collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve and extend 
access to [he Harvard Theological Review. 


http://www.jstor.org 


AN ARMENIAN VERSION OF ATHANASIUS’S 
LETTER TO EPICTETUS 


ROBERT P. CASEY 
UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI 


Tue following Armenian text of Athanasius’s Letter to Epic- 
tetus is found in two manuscripts of the Mechitarists at 
Vienna: } 

A. Cod. 629, ff. 66a-73b, 19th century, notragir, copied 
from an 18th century archetype at Ispahan. 

B. Cod. 648, ff. 102b-105b, paper, 14th century,’ bolorgir, 
without word division and badly worm-eaten. 

The version is different from that published by Tajezi,* and 
belongs to an Armenian corpus of Athanasian writings com- 
piled early in the eighth century.* I have added a collation with 
Ludwig’s edition of the Greek,® but have deliberately refrained 
from discussing at length its relation to other textual authori- 
ties. Before this can be done to advantage a wider study of the 


1 See Harvard Theological Review, XXIV, 1931, pp. 43 ff. This version was ap- 
parently printed in 1711 at Constantinople in a rare volume of patristic treatises, con- 
taining also Cyril of Alexandria’s Scholia on the Incarnation. (See Tajezi, p. 324, n. 7; 
F. C. Conybeare, Armenian Version of Revelation, London, 1907, pp. 166-167.) 
Tajezi says that it was made from the Latin, but this is linguistically and historically 
quite improbable. 

2 Cf, N. Akinian, ‘Eine neuentdeckte Schrift des Katholikos Johannes Odznetzi 
De Incarnatione Verbi ’ [in Armenian], in Huschardzan, Festschrift aus Anlass des 
100—-jahrigen Bestandes der Mechitaristen-Kongregation in Wien, Vienna, 1911, 
p. 336. 

3 S. Athanasii Sermones, etc. [in Armenian], Venice, 1899, pp. 324-343. This ver- 
sion is quoted in full in ‘The Seal of Faith,’ a seventh-century dogmatic catena, pub- 
lished by Karapet Ter-Mekerttschian, Etschmiadzin, 1914 (cf. J. Lebon, ‘Les citations 
patristiques grecques du “‘Sceau de la Foi,’’’ Revue d’histoire ecclésiastique, 1929, 
p. 8), and in part in Sahak’s polemic against the Nestorians (Liber epistolarum, Tiflis, 
1901, p. 452), composed about the same period, cf. E. Ter-Minassiantz, Die armenische 
Kirche in ihren Beziehungen zu den syrischen Kirchen, Texte und Untersuchungen, 
N. F. XI, pp. 136-137. 

4 Harvard Theological Review, XXIV, 1931, pp. 53-54, 58. 

5 G. Ludwig, Athanasii Epistula ad Epictetum (Jena dissertation), 1911. 
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Greek manuscripts must be made,‘ the Syriac version ’ should 
be published and recollated, and account must be taken of the 
Latin recently edited by Schwartz.’ Tajezi’s text should be 
supplemented by the variants from the ‘Seal of Faith,’ and an 
investigation of the textual value of that loose and paraphrastic 
version must be made.® It will be seen from the collation that 
the Vienna text offers no consistent agreement with any of 
Ludwig’s manuscripts, and in this respect agrees with Tajezi’s 
version. Unlike the latter, however, it is a smooth, literal ren- 
dering of the Greek, presenting no special difficulties to the 
collator. 


6 Zeitschrift fiir neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, 1931, pp. 49 ff. 

7 British Museum Add. 14557, parchment, 7th century, pp. 154-161; Wright, 
Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum, II, p. 719. A collation by 
Hilgenfeld and Lietzmann was used by Ludwig, p. 44. My thanks are due the British 
Museum authorities for photographs of the manuscript. 

8 EK. Schwartz, Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum, I, 5, pars altera, pp. xvii, 321 ff. 

° I hope shortly to publish a study of Tajezi’s version. 
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pln upp Guruinn yu: 


fp sudachis GUipfaufis fang Sf, gO pakiunfrue mult ke 
gq busy frre Uayuris frag fry sel hous gis af foes puto Phan py np 


wd fig bh fpfartias, frupghug wince Frgnifng , fe nm § af fr’ 
</> byes [Fen frye EhEqtbgny Fry nif minus, , F497 
of fress js ay f bhi fs; pug [Fan my sul Evisess gts SE p- 
dnimdny fe lage 4 Upfutinuuy , af asus apr y hk é¢n— 
a fol Eg tr: Qfrus fp wraps piu usyguriphl fe yt flim 
gusts fpr ape he yoegty, rif wrt p dhntnan ph kh: ful As [TE 


Title Ganfn A Guyybunf B, cf. Liber Epistolarum p. 452. 26 byphunfynt 
and bufhufilnt, buyfentfnts of Tajezi’s mss. Tajezi p. 324 n. 1. 
buy fuymyne A 

The title in B is very defective owing to mutilation of the page: Urpfl uw ... 


as Gary suy be!" ' a fs Ugqheu... bins Yap argeng STE 00+ washes gupuegh sng PT are 
Guaretesirne 0° 

papneghiny A Ynpl paging B 

1 sfure<hushl>f pag. mut. B 2 fkg4<%> pag. mut. B Shypdnimdng B 

3 jnb, B 4oma«rA wumnnus ko >$t pag. mut. B 


5 funucinn)>fut pag. mut. B k<p> pag. mut. B 
6 f<mhyardt<h> pag. mut. B «uth ins sufy pag. mut. B < Saar es erpass > arr rote. fF frets 


pag. mut. B 7 <# pag. mut. B 
9 Pusjsfiu B Gouri by frog A om & B bis 
10 gant B 13 Usqusiug fe B 14 om f B 


20 wyu gut B 
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LPS Upputinumgh pgki, agpug f uputighijp,  purigh 
yuhwnul pipkutg qpbu pots wank fy gaye op pial 
Sk ustinup pukka fp LEUS Fk faene Skating sulf bh 
upsuft kh, gapdp dknuag PSupyhuh,  yffapacfs pct 
has pd § frit FR bl Ramah a fuus sft ifs pry bins fit: Guys 
E [Ft f hip db ypngis negfy Sener | he ufpey | LE f Sun pizis 
Swbncgkusjut gals me f dint posal ws funcone fF buh 
wip f au orsey just Gasp, n§ us ff frus wmnubh peg pum 
gplgkpooulh pulp fa wa pegs G psugen gps Aaj ry erry pats , 
pulley p prsfus uy hin ar. ft haps atid juaqenag: 

ie Dus yu wu puny ha <qpkt>, Sutin fray bas] npg mam f 
gud fh cess err reas Sagas gerne fF bh dina gaps busy gpa 
ghyngh qap ng quip Sp apky, apse ab th flee gfe 
mal anges qhup mgunghh ppupgh: Purigh a ne ful 
[ee yess guseey fros frs naoph p Dyess af np acun jg by esah 1 ioe 
ULL, ef sul oft Kophirp» , mul, «fr U fol ILLS he pours 
Sfuunis pEgrcumg kil ky: ful a yu Sump peur fF ba 
recunin f° Ey, Py rsal’ a nen fue qyusynteg fis A faces ests sts by ests 
usulsy YL ft Puppurfuy Pf uss pul frie’ pour fr Qamnncmd ne 
but, unt Fk puts fp Pap fe le poukkpe be fp Pag 
epdbgune be ft poyap ful dap fe he angpengph gun gfrplt 
punta : ar | ful poems pehiqkgeny Iya poe ful 
f Ff pfounatik fy LiFe pp fF bul 2 iP ns plo fF bua p 
Pass pul fr gy lg Sé£p- by ssa | BL wl pus pr gunteusg , 
npayku gf aby oe fustigaed usps be funky ful bfFk on gis 
pup Saf upinahwit Zop Yarns acpi ft fF pfaunk— 
guar k wihunnay fp hennupkypafebok kqbe, bo hoe og fh 


27 qupdbjburgt Bo upp Bo quinn] wn B 

28 gat) gan, A pungdwfonegqne< Putty pag. mut. B 

29 <whep-+-fis> pag. mut. Bo <puryg-+-pibbp fey pag. mut. B 
30 wa<uenpu> pag. mut. B 

31 puinu<danchw)p> pag. mut. B 


32 q<uryu> pag. mut. B <u>yumkes pag. mut. B om agrg B <arun— 
nen) dy us inne [Fb bg. pag. mut. B eas es ere cee es Sos fr puree fF be E 7. A 
33 grkjngt B 34 Sp yup B je guumul B 


35 om qhifp B L&<ufg>k B om veg ful B 

36 quryuumpfufre B <acphp> pag. mut. B 

37 <w>uf pag. mut. B Ufenf{uf A 

38 om ages Le qpserutore fF busts B 

39 om feudf B gus sp lrg fois B as atts yf fresn er Tress asst B 

40 Yup frustursr A fupih> fit pag. mut. B 48 babu, B 


30 
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afrsas gars fr peacknkus, nm § Pos pl frie fry us ff popapuls pe 
wont placfFfeh pf unin Few: NP ful putypmf’ be 
nm §$ f P usp frh uss A f[ as. f: fi phuti punt fbi op peu 
any pus ft fer fess pe § ass pile fr fos pul fre pout Quinnrdry, hunt 
ae Ff phumntkh £ asl) is pus ful n° af quran 
yun ys frfasgese cqeel yes pr gunn fF fri, fee unul af fs sis 
, mdb, ha usualy FE np f OP sss pu fresh sy any usu k qin fr 
le Popul fri, mg hou Eppopyncft fet my, supper 
pelt fet (Gunna ds on kus ffutiasy, np bas of af ust 
ws gar pif np p sas istry F osts funpS fu punta Eppopyne 
Peuati wuts 7 pl es pul fics qap gybg use tf ph fr gis: (1? cans fe 
spe pda) thin fuleg fr rf url p S cen Lees nas hurts fussy yngts 
at yupennPfeh,y ppp gf uk ong qpukp gop php 
f hut pur f Qari dn fF iat , Tm | of snr 9 Gere prs 
hhg any Pass pul ins y pus pra fran, npyha HE TTR f punt 
uk ff iat gnighjsny: NV? pay ke ful plow gregh, 
fefutg fru cures tes fr oss | pis F pfaunctikas yp FE np un ft DT u1- 
pi fred as gis ges pa Sib bus, Sip apple pln FE aal p he knu— 
Peuul p k Gunns ny, ful pum Poss prifters y ff rysere sash 
‘pure fF fi k fF Pus pliny upp gl Fess pr fsa erry : N se ans 06) 089 
mguay fe fiyfulg fie putiggihy apy ge gh wuky php fn 
Pople] fas shan he sup gupleany ng gay Shp ke Pphhs 
he Quinnems he npr Sop: fpf ni” puyka Ff phumntkuryp 
hunt fis hn sky mie mui FE fF af cas pay. UNL fi ply npuypha s48 11. 
fone f Supguphfgh, pay gpa, ayy ag quash pigh 
[fut Af cs pry ws ris t prisf Pes pul fri f Purp frunf ary, nf ny 
rifts any Wf phoma he as ff qUuunncsny np pu he ypu , 
Tress fur purl WV upfront he jumnuy pul A norfe 
Eyri Sop- fel n® puyka hus pli [futy Ff pfamntikuryp nyp 
wmubiis yf att nny qnupipepl he a yf qUuunndsny pul Ey: 


49 paynprush¢h> puny pag, mut. Bo 550 ghar Bbush A 
51 om wy, A plocfbtk B, del. £ man. rec. add. 

53 om £ B 54 unhuyppgunnefF fet B om Sfursie A 

58 wyhaphh Bo oagiyge Bo kppapyne buh A 

61 atuwp eine hut A om gh A uruchy.--munnemsnrPbwth> pag. mut. B 
62 PemiSbimenpcuhhg..-k wa> pag. mut. B 

64 pfuucinnr hush. .- prin pag. mut. B fuk post plus: B 

65 om wa B 68 s<uyes> pag. mut. B 

70 frau sch, be> pag. mut. B 72 fuosh, B | 

73 go, B 75 wpa B 78 wukbt B om 47, B 


or 


0 


65 
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3. Gyn wt Ertnes gis anyp fF oy poles puss wong 119 Ee ess 7 
ey ter Ts ess puss fr nek prif ot fr A qin yi of frerres , peed pus pi gerne 
fet Sus gly busy, he Dd fale ad ws punp fl ypreqhusry p gusink fis 
gt pfbute Pes putibasyp fp fb peasy Sapyt farina atin 
eat nap fF bfh pay fy Gus: hull ku yrgt yeas pul wang tas J fuss 
warts ype gis erst pes pel uy us gine fF fastin he gf ms pts op sas pals — 
grigkhap yur or ul ws ypury fly he ay eees pls aeg ues genre [F be stss rT) oe 
cwlnbgkhp Lingus 4 uit , gf FE pheu pocbusy p bypass pba pe 
rps epee pilveg bets ful poy ful as putas, p npg hs SE pani 
ony pe hsp dS bag fr . tf sul of purrs Jesus bros) pis nm § Kuusrly fr 
he mg p1= if: Li F pfumntkh fg 9 yf Ounu fl wnt trises ys op frluu— 
fyase. he purr pl purl tf fur gre [Foust be af us prey lnne— 
Beut 3 UY asi us yuri fly CO oad L ku DF eed Rael! teed way es uey fos be ess ga 
Ph ph he yup fp apap epky b Pole, apeyhe gp of pegs 
pokey en infra Y Le f Drews unt o fF he surth pussy pa gure — 
feu L, FE FF heel Ld Ep, feu f dint yup fg conf poses user s— 
ue, <h> pert fal aby quart eft fe [fagoqugi OU 
anu fl; $ Cy purpfine hk pease lasts £ Sf frit shoe ER AT tf- 
ky Pyfage he tft frog ankyp pur quigu ply, putigh 
ws guru Ea pee peas pa gehnaegkusy qif unin fF urnuts ws reuse ty 
PE plagacgatb, he puke, n§ £ Af E48 Ua aft uf fr’ of frQus p— 
bfgt Quran frowns fs fick hun pd E<a>g fr : Fury Sf fros ps ayias yas 
mapees eres es fscsrts fis unity TIN; wr glsey fos frosts he ust yp E [Ft gum 
By gpng huge yasfFnig hhh bhbgkgh hing quigu Supple ws 
ewan fir. us ff af uf fr jurul, punching LE pul § Aiy 188 LT1— 


80 ql] gift B 81 wyunp th B 
85 gqpuphuym nn B wuruinbghe B 
86 om Bbpbeus B purdbussp A prey B 


87 ququpkfi A 88 4updfgft A 

89 om 73 B op fisurlhae + £ A 90 wau phpuhmtt B 

91 wyuyfrubugh A 92 Poh A 

93 q<un fp -+- uf pupynncfFfert non pot. leg. pag. mut. B 

904 wup<en> pag. mut. B fp +++ fefusgoqugt non pot. leg. pag. mut. B 


oan af poses os aru casts br assy surten, full uviolrus p A 
95 <qouyunufh pag. mut. B 
96 <42> pag. mut. B £ ..- durye non pot. leg. pag. mut. B 


97 q<urygu aph>, pag. mut. B 98 gqfunnflupt A 
100 Qaaress fussere cs sr s.< fF forts houpd fry fp pag. mut. B 
10] s«n<h>4, pag. mut. B 102 qeryu post Supper A 


103 usnureb, A om Séptt B 


80 


90 
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Quen ural oft ie fF but fepbag feu phpintug Gi win fi$ pu 
surplusy , purpfrie k sess Ty ses he uney [rus 0. f juruinn a 105 
dhg hh gpg ppaunnulhy. gf gh aguyfa yunntantaye 
prbmy pupaplugkh yuquiikgh maginghh fuapspyeg: 

4. V ui fe k dbg usuky a | wr prey fr fr. pee Af frestus— 
huss pny phased fe poy ede (Few. pura f 
purple £ mune ulpuustk 7, aft res pussies fly Swing us— 110 
bb ya wer Tory ferric any he wy ps ant Einus ys ws glsey fros fa gruigy fr: 
Ore purines ly Li wpag 1g E ginrustsls 7 pura fr WU. 
news fF Pu pyhln bis DP cas putts fr fut, asus. Tn | he Sun pps 
Frqaftupe f Ubhpury ag phaapel fs gy qapyfls wuasg fi 
af fires este sss [years Sor hh gun yu usury fits f pun flit Sop- ful 115 
op us pul frst f DP arp fut ary sissy fis a rpses pd brassy pum 
gong: Pui unyus FE mpage np fb Upuay bagi, 
npuyka Skpdrimdny pe yeas fH f Lipeu Ineduh p- ann Lay ius 
EPS huthe nppfe Supgh pputy, Lf pug ackypu funp— 
Ste pur qup in pus yi wy ply fi: Faria fh arti besy fis C4qI- 120 
dky muni £ nbuatk af Litt A feces ests ets beasts k pubis 
fupifinyh, sephpke nek gp pes, bef pension 
hush asa k put Sor pum Supls fenuinei{utine fiw, 

A frusutreshusts ung oe plifs & le Plph Susy Puspifion sis beg be 
1°J paphpta : Ga yf” | Par, mbar p GU. pp frutinuuts sents bs y rou * 125 
Sk pis mrarr aan yy res ssw bs pref 7 dky’ qauyp aD fa con csTe 2s by css 
wings Hy h uy <i> curl eyes pr gerree fF fics pequufin ful, 
srt byes yp sents Ex pert] ff fs pul fr he poultpe hb f Ips bh ft 
pape ful A ss prifisrs gs pun feu paquifin ful, push fir he TT 


104 furmaphug ir qanfigh A 106 ypywrinbny A 

109 ase seers ry oases 2. be sssks A 110 as yas ro us fag A 

2 wuainnemdkn kt A 114 qupnf A 

115 om &e gins .-- Sop B 

119 <4uffhe apefe> pag. mut. B fib, + be B wekih B 

120 guhgf) fusuh of B 12] om £ A 

122 S sas ps larry A saehpte) phpgace A 123 om eas 4 ans B 

124 om wayw A £ + muyu B Supt <injgh> pag. mut. B bokgng «++ 


whanvtfp non pot. leg. pag. mut. B 

125 g“Upfouut B 

126 qSpt .-- d&q non pot. leg. pag. mut. B 

127 <wamgnimdsny> pag. mut. B cart pus p inyaefF ft pag. mut. B 

128 <uahhuryp mubynsf{> pag. mut. B om & f Shu B 

129 ploec<Pfet> pag. mut. Boo ghyunfnfubs) spripnfuby A ¢yh>quifn fel, B 
aye sik, B . 
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peg®t slept puncffbuki. purlugh F unt £ diy jus pea 
ya moby gephp te qua gy, furs gf eneee a hata 
peg he ped ur Pes palin ye puncfi fc: ful ons ey 14 nf 
en gus Sass if urbe el , fepee gf he pur fight A cus parr $ be — 
vd, of asus gf SP fasts hosts wily qpuuls Pas plo gs a yp ai. 
wy gute. pol fe Parole spripnfaky tng fe pasts fis 
fs riifirs frie ifs Epkiunst feb: Ge nn” if OT dky TT 
Df fresh he Baan pai rye gus pars he gpa 7p SEpdrimsu TIT RTT 
wf, ped pus pr geri fF fictig furnunplkygusyp- gf E [tt A faces rT ts— 
Hust £ pub Pus pilin sis, uel yfr £ Purp frurd uy fi gusasl 
he uy esr p jus pl jf: Eq iu, he pus pu GU asp fran a 
Pos piftin gh , npr on he pun : G/F ple pum dky 
f fusutia hut & fa pifien sy gf? fol, ple ykerp k fis pasts fi 
eps puserr ts sls gf gf pha DP fests bass gyeigg ft pant iftn— 
afar fates ghepdl pene (Fbuhh heap fe ppl upg he gh ag § 
BE gpg aun fF fet antine, ppple qh phat tf 
ipl fete Ebay postr, gf fe Pagel fie aferiefirr fale” 
gf pt YE fre Punonneug t DT EY LLL he if ph bug th 
gf pu: 

Dy gh mgaybu, pun ff! pfgh, eutigh «qaqa 
cul tin OppusSanl ac poe[alt Surplus» , n py ha Af 15 41 
arr plus y noun hr wy us pu Ep pum wnt Erises gh fr by pug 
if wtb; tine, qiel te be Papal flrs Yas as pop fh 
ann ay as B gel cas prerresey Es Td dad i dads DP urpfurt , af f Ul atk 
qu yu uingk , npuyta gf frp fughut 2 LE p rls 
Punnncugh . nuunmf of asus ws gurripa fly OD exe poop cas po erg ese. f— 
wus y frees wuts yrifis, ETI RANT) frye ppg fr he dig ft apf» he 


131 Ycwul gh sephrpte pag. mut. B 

132 Surcpdinyge> pag. mut. B <placPfaet> pag. mut. B <f#4> pag. mut. B 
mf + EA 

133 <u> pinksbpmf pag. mut. B 137 peyap A 

138 yu pup urn Pfc (sic) A 

143 qfigkuthe Bo Gust] uy A 

144 pic Pts B § PE afiph) Sp & gh fie A 

146 wyjngu A om Sébqug A 147 /& supra lin. B 

150 y<usyrumks pag. mut. B 15] UppursumsSl B 

155 wpyku] np B 

156 wewcurfe ures argue hl Supgap ly we pag. mut. B 

157 wubjad A sisuugh> pag. mut. B <h Sigh anpyf> pag. mut. B 
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Pupp fy eur reas ples sare. a 8. us, ms n poy as 49. unruly hryu 
aus ff fuoukuy, unl , gf fe se. ft fuoal wikis garggt UT oe 
fant B gal ccs prorsssiey Eas oh ons prey Ey: he going TT Pe LAL 
pag iP uss ts prof FE sages ers bx san ft fumtidurpocype he Ep fis 
uin fis pis np fs [Fumunchs Ente iP oP eas ore rag ease. AEfELS LTT LL 
[U4 Ey, npg hias purgagl eyes psp as oy Sing fi: UL yu wrth EDs sas gts 
f fis IIL Stun buts acu fis he Pu pphky; ful ed 
Peal p wee ben play Wl us ws ts bry rrtf « nm § say es pu egens pass pv 
«nap Simtk yagi k f eam, aft f fi Au puns pica Pred busy 
pita fap fit updkagh, wy, «fh ekio, gh fh tht 
pun ffeual p Ob bus, Suunnuoug fr: Bas puting ka he as fue 
gpine fF iui gh haegutb yn , npuyha ors by ess pals 5 fr Y Le 
eT pepe, wan pig [Fn pul aad pp bys [Fu , mg Sbfgkyry- he 
wrt yes pl pfs Ey gus prdleus) fps [Fal p hE pul pty, Pus pifisr yy he 
f fumtidurpacpe wy esis Er 7 , mg ius fu fr pineal p ob fr— 
glyry: U us fobs mnffoptuy FPypfeumtus,, yuu U flkats ft 
ahpye pulsar, an pias Eq buy, fateh, moby wnusud be 
Ephfg Eq bw, wh ny Ps Smubusy papbuth pope unl : Furia fs 
n§ pute rf urs p hun dS fg fit, in yu fuet puncft fri push fis 
tfres flees, FP yppambgur, wrt gpa phy fh gyri he wif 
faful ify mubyad pep ful ppl spu, cnkule qhu, qh bu 
in gue Ei Pi ng wer gees gp fet > , fh Qoynuf quakes, «8 func 
F pfu Eph Pa wu ypuop in gi fugu he pucfunturiuy : Dy 
fb Ppfenntuy fupitop ke fp purpd<g play be fr hb purl ply 
fe pts faci ts) he fF tfrecs port fr pechinbu, te fu pr ge plus fr 
wt pan be aint ol fir pests Ylang: Yor kong fp pk 
paged uhh Enut, pupal Ep [thu purpouylug npg fb 
purinf Sngingh, np ka EE! | Qiunpru, 

np IPs MTT a TR TL 2 Swtarguhl Carin ine fF fri 


158 <> pag. mut. B <4nys wy> pag. mut. B 
159 <fr>meubus, B g<merggt q<Vurp>fmdt pag. mut. B 


163 pusgonf A 164 Singh A 

164 apepere. 2 sue. fF bras p B 166 Sr bres) + Cd id A 

167 thus] irr B hupSfof A B 168 Shbw, +- spf B usu A 
172 inufel fp (sic) AB 173 Upfbndi A 

175 4ef9 B 178 om gf# B 

179 lun gls A 180 jute fb: B 

181 om &' B om / ante 4&puhphu, A 

182 phcbphos, A 183) windup fh + £ A 


184 om «pz B 
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asuwuy bey hs youl pas he fs pul fre pis ple, ypu « gf FE 
mguhpy ag Shu yhing ghpkgdutf, gh fipi Pkpbee bp 
aT in sis ful Pes pul fs gupagey npg ft yd Snq— 
ang: Orr fuet RST) ng opie pupageys, pug wl ws pr 
Chit wyuunkuy Brmfubifary ure p ko ky fp tanga 
ge pba wtf fepet. he gaucglusy Eo be papaphy FE n§ 
fs pul frit fp posh : Ga wu yurpeg bay f Pinkyng [P-rrif iP uses 
2ogunfrlusy La Eunku fF Yl os yl susts pacbamgt npg Suit— 
peWkp: ful pub ort Ee esses te Es rv packntuy ficpo 
Pupifi phy yupag gap apybyaey, ng pel ayp, wygy 
he fepergargatl p gf us piftiny fees np has gfe pours 
cata es pail fr : Neowin fr fe fs prifts ns gis fuss pr fies pile pref UU 1. ff 
nope eh , npuyta fre susp guspileusy ask pr, «yf Sup— 
futtu gf, fe urls 90 gustfrls 7 fr any pum pun buts Sui 
Pes sis usu pr, KqgfF hacia fp Bunac ft Sumiproemsu he gopbus 
fl ng qaipdoigf guntofing Peutikjngy: Purigh qap pig 
Pape bg til supsapfrp fap fs pif, quege po 
bts qoyod put fp ip ful, gpigh fkpupkphp, op the 
pss fr mood ae fF fasts Suanppey hus purge p? Be 
Ese inst Spusuefun gh fugh bp np sup gep pegs be 
np gu sup gupfep sep gupkyadts purtigh pep fi pburh 
geup gp ficg Paap fis he fe tak fis fr sung gupnit bp, ful 
sar Sess pu $e pile prof of pun ff iuol p Quunnewds Eyrif puis 
ath gurp serpy §: Ge pighs arate ft bp fe gang geal yf 
of os pis frit ha Fos pol fs nk p Jfughut ay carts $ sus pu § ets pole 4 frit 
pul, Subs wn fps poe fF bass inphi Pos pln sis: Untk p 
quya hk phikp ayguyka, gh glkpot fog pil Kemp be 
Af sae sre rie rss 4 fF ghincth SuStusy, os sy tas ty stb & fe wun 
187 ase 0s 99 ty 0a ys B an 09 088 8 £4 97 188 oy Is A fb Sf oss gu if fits B 

188 <fiet> pag. mut. B 

189 <hayh fru, Sap fis> pag. mut. B 


190 gague A 191 tapered] inp B 

193 om 4 B 

195 qpuhh B pheknbas, post Supt fiir B 

196 SurpS fiir B 197 om Z A 

199 gf] pinky B 202 Pewhhjny A Meutbjbug B 
203 quyu] quyh B 206 gurpgupfer B 

207-208 surpsuppep bis A 208 Sup Shi B om ful B 


209 uh susp seurphjpp B 
210 as Ya af oss pus fri B om f .e nhkp B 
213 om frp A chge, Bo piu, A 


205 
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Skunkr oy fre press grief pis ay can pases ony sas era be o1s 7 | ws pres enya 
suri plus, wmuk, Kany eas puis £ TT Te eg was gual fly 
gybincy DL ed he e015 Mp ertesg oe fe on gu 
gy bincy year taal 11% aft fri» 3 

TD fs pp bul p he Ey fus, ayy pus he af fr’ UGE ; 
np has rif ust p hu pity fis, ay B gif as pune [F bul p Ents, 
qf Pape ppb ppl sp poyaph Papynge ipl fe fet 
kgte: Rutigh PE ppreeud pe kp fe fuse Pyp posits pin 
Lingus, —_ pp fF baal p ayes ess oy be as ps Epkuny ft pr4 ki —~ hk 
rp esters fr hu pd top [futy thphacfe fri he gasp ft fis Pes py 
Hyatt gum P wif pk ahi care cay cas px gerreie fF frusth » my, 6g 
nn yy Eptun sft thphacfe feu SE py, he m§ Pes plier y of fress gt 
ay] patil ful he pug Peasy ye , wid fis he AP ses pil — 
Lng, En be thphac fe fet B gif as pansy kas Lad fr pours frets: 
Pu py huts ann eny 111 plac fits RL ed f OP ezs ps fess ues gs 
gum are esd ie fF beasts mp piiig , he B ofa p fan Ep Pes pal frre np 
deygpu. & Syhuppin faut gh tkp fol Sp, purigh 
eng tk kp Vurppual, putigh untkik phat  Upuntary 
bile: Ge mygunghh ag <ag> yeuph pipe plaka, ppb yy gp 
ok yn qe oy plugh Lach of jam punk yn sis f Sink 
[°F fyeu pdb pri oP ast 1 § bn si fugit f fous pul frit vu gu asa. f 
Puphurdury ant ususik y qgSk pir a yf firs fscsrtoss hy ws purse fly 
Snafs wntruuit, , ass 1117 «Shuk p giles ff he yrienu af 
ku tings bil, gogunpligkp qhu k mkubky’ gh agp furl fh 
he nuh be n§ neuf, np has gfus wttuail p aft neu fil». te 
OT TE Te kgnyg Lingus qdhnu he Newuwnf he 
putin pl ik; yuapkhs nyp figpeleg fs Susu > fp Panpul fie be 
gruhkpu ep§hy qShp, gurigh on uumg’ EPS apy ge qput 
inkumikp furl fr he nuljkpu plu, ay, EE nisky qf lf 
hash fliphs wSon push purr yp Sly hurpdkug fy uy, lous 


215 qfreprus yas ph B aay ane potas are bs 22s 1 (sic) A ass presg & A om qr A 
216 wabyo A 219 om ZA 
221 pure B fuptinjge B thphachut A 


223 ass an tar ty bysas ) pls A 74 kh) pqs (sic) A 

224 ib pine batts A jist prove busts A B 

226 th plas PF br wsh A 230 as ex ere vee. 138 3 roe. fo bs asst A 
233 plapfdtunueg A B 234 gpbuwg B 

236 mhuuhbyad B 

241 fuspti] uphpi B byfelg fi A 

242 gouhép» A om FRE A gus B 


215 


220 


235 


240 
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cub yf yuu he susrrny purl pf aS he hi pupae [Fouts 
Ya Sm cuinasy fi: 

8: pg mngunghh myguyha mikey qgrygy akyp § 
pergpets dinina ph, he purge | [us wastes Lingus, pula fs 
Pes pling popu fr peut mg apn pref AP fa san estas fy ests Uu- 
snc d re fF rusts aay ff eas. ft Purpfuf uy B gf as prs ha 
Shas, he bn si fugit purth , n§ iferrtfins fb) youl tpe he 
ff Pas pul fis as ff f of ts pitts fr fy busy: Neuiunfr fe a8. ft 8 nif — 
Swtiku mouugkes ps be pts Poel fie begle, be quege 
nuh of frssres , he npuyte he Lapfi bl uti y £ yu yu LL 
gpk k fp Voqnuk’ EPE Rpfumns uur Php kqke we 
ubsp he np ha 1m $ in sh fut kgf wild p “us yf aft juan 
Ye ad LE yp prualy as posse. qutl su , sures fr [futy wild p, cer grey Es 
he fess pul fre [fubypa ng thrfin fubeg oe ft SP spol fri, as ff gf 
fap his poqege Sk pole, Eqhe Pape: Qh wake 
FE puri a eas pay. qb pum aun bs yg hs TEL a ft B nif jury , 
¢Lkag hy fF Snginy fpttl f: offs pray ant Fines Pf srs prifisrr 7 
pura fs he nm § pubmuncin fp funaunaihi us ff D fros sis f 1s p— 
nhl fapuge npiy he Skunt ful bgt Af ess prey? U pang hh 
wis £14 10 pu mys yur awk prif pl frees , eG ons 114 48 (pum 
gpg bh quid finn fepbatig wt GGG plus npp hu pS buh jun 
nosy pur WV usp ful may par. ft Uf wiki Sf us pul fri , he 
suns gush gins nub, ep sas perp lees y fr ne fr push fis, he f 
laf fis Tras fur purl ed Wf fr gant ye ‘Pua pu plug Gs he 
WIL wmubkiis ng pny pupil Pasa pl as po fru , uy] 
wnt fp pin bok pfiky quye. gh Ek vg kp Penk, 
np has ful ha Qonnu mci £ Gn pir [Fuyengh , gap he 
pulps pis E [tt F pfs Pires pum gypng tf sul fi— 
y hoch: | PE png. hunt yy fs” pe. fru plug pesplue, LE[Fk n§ 
juin £ WP Erebus, : Qunnhunkuykh yagt be npp Le 
wu & fris purty busy p , feu pay ya thin fost h Eppapopm— 
Piatt sappapynfs ft, E[Fk ff PP usp frl sy al ws pul fru 


244 erfh;, A B 247 agrgg4)] qgrgu B 
251 f gauhbpu (sic) A 252 Bn Suithkuw B 
253 wuungloy A 255 om FRE B 

256 om & .-- wuksp B 259 af Es ps UD Le a A 
260 wumgkypny B 264 om gWffunu B 
267 qfupa tun spur A 273 om ful B 


274 £] fp B 4g sas are Upeas pe bs 55 caste B 


245 


255 


270 


275 
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ares bus, p gf E [Ft AP fr sen es Tests by casts usu bl p, multi, ail 1s p— 
Sf fir purr fh, ft us y Eppa pryncfs fet Eppopynefe fia, 
n 3 firs Ounui fi ft LEppu wt SE pref por fr: Pu AAs 114 LLY E [Ft 
pel us ppl fr urulel p ELS f: DP up franks pl us pul frie 
Surphe, Oummi fi Eqgtyjny pum puntffiwt Pus piftin gis he TL | 
ff Toll sas push fri , sappnppafF fet thers fst hy Eppopyne 
eu [futy Del Maal’ aad AP os prifts rs gs puck ypnemdny: 

Bx qi yu ws guru as suru Ey rref nm § fpf ut ElFt A ftp— 
fun pups qphbujpe, gp Foybua ke ng fp Vag futur 
muti el ws pul fut ms ff AD fess er Ya sas fy ss Ln fi [ugh pou fr» 
3 frig bnew, n py ha nub fis ful wcririe ry brassy f Wf fee fep- 
Eustsg , uf fr uu piptzo.p npuph funpSE niu was pists Es hy pd Eu 
gf, mj, puum fephaig Porras greg lus p [fufi au try 
sappappe(Ffeh:s Purtigh qap opfluml apf pun Spgs 
wD frecs eters fst Eeyrif Sop, mg fuet £ Sup us ff noes rTT EB 
Sm jp uuu fr Df frece tases bash , cur puray Eas AD fcc stats by sass Ps pul fis 
por fr mg fuegkut push fri £, ws ff ni. pout sus fr he mygpg 
Eeyrif £ pum Unga Eppopyncft fri sappnpyncfs feu: 
Fustigf m§ Lift & of aap fun Li Ayes ensues pissy fe warts pr Sst bs 7 fs 
Eppopyncft fii pupoh puck pois , us ff f pga [- 
tog bros [ls he yy fru” pe a4 114 148 TT Fp funnciiea yp by us— 
Wt hg fis hn sky, ms ff pul gh Qainnncus Oe ‘pin pd 
busy le <p> ang, terrgae ffs quit fF fects E unnkuuiik,, 
qt EGS uuhe ppubkyngh he wukyng fp efpu wn fp Vp 
suril wary Y ad A he A sos perp ly sas y fr pl us pul frst P ph sft pfu 
ifn fri hy Eppopymn Pius usulsy sappnpprefF pct, np— 
uy hw puck poems Eq tyjny AP us pif shh yngt fnypaphi, 4u1— 
cu pig eg wtb yf eyis pris prs 3 sas putes pv fri: Gi eel erases. 
ws 3 fru 7 p ghaupt, munud ne fF but yypueck poss pup 
Ley, nm § iy furiusy fi FE nm § uate puctpnimdiny jenni 
dnrft fri bq be pout Ps pul fri, mu ff af f: Ep wus rele as 7 Lnpus 
gaps tug t pl ws pol fri, Br mg pees pid Eras) aft say sas yO ees ress fs 


276 gf EPE f A 277 om Qf post sumghuyp A 

279 ft iebpee post puifit B 280 gitar fi A 281 Sarphb] gephpk A 
283 yubypoewsng A 284 qfiphutu) pirphurie A 

288 wpzbog] wppbre B 289 pha fe B 

294 bppapyme Ppt A 297 om fpfunnkbuyp B 

299 om lagw B -— «301 ghaupt hh A 


305 usd boss p | mdb) B 


305 
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put susiniay Ehi f Purp frafary, uff aft AP eas puny Ly ess y frites 
cage ipl bugs: 

N? prykea anya hapS Eb ph dbnh pasts fe sf prt, pf arp 
f fits hh f Etat fos pene poems puri d els fict pu 
L fi url ts 7 « NTT aT iy 2 Litt Un yi ful Ps ppl fF bute 
SiS suck ponds Egle push fri mpl sn. Yas Suan pas fit 
he f fucopacfs fet, pug fr f PS hutgaekas bqgbe PTT) TTT ES 
he Qugueny gnprif bey be Snqting, be paph psu Eqbiu) 
ply kph gh fr fkp by ppc: Pol mpg Eppapyne Bp fch, 
he sre Es pref push fri opel as pul fre f Purp funk wy, £ Eppa 
gre ft fic, he nm § peck pens | aL he nm § pou pdneifi 
pus: ui ff uf fr gen Ayers pleas £ he ppp ppne Fiat if fr 
asuerrican Ss ae fF fri B uss Tiss § fr h sas geseey Es pehbqigeny ff 
Qaainneus pgurpagfs Sm yp put frit: 

10. hu SE MEL LE pebuy, jp ps plage ws pun 
Skunk np Epplitis wuk fi YS f OP 1s pu fash ws ss puss §— 
Eljtu, nm § a A lsu f pfamnan, Sép Pa Qamnnewsd : Qh LF ft 
mg Qaunncas Ep f P oa rifts frit, yf” pe ful Pa ful puss I 
Ehjtiuy, ft Purp fund ay Ayn $b gue bff wink, , ap spa 
aD sass brass pug. Phy Qaunneusd : Gi Ayal ni” py kas ful he 
Qonnu, of Lift mg purhs fp f fo pitts frit , Seon f us pk 
ging ape yp ust ts yroif s7p97y he Ff pfonnns pum Pos prifisrr yy 
np c ft fi pury wt bibgacts Quunnems op Siku, put fun— 
Basta ust Ein : Nruunrf atikug fis aes 144 Ls be npg purrs J i— 
an yl nepg teas) y fusca $ bres ps nny Qaannemds f pfyty, 4mui— 
ert be prisf eels aan eg era ry e118) 14s 9 11 § epg he af eco Ts eee sess. 
> rrif Pesan jam wb auth yogis f Wh us rye 9 srt pacbnugh 
ses bs peat] S£p i he Quins ff: fusion fr Qunneuos he 


Sop rpuming gaymf’ apap png petoapge Phas be gusts 


308 qfupt pi B 309 qefas poten g fle A 311 pphe, B 

314 ssn tus|] ank A Suqnpgnt Plu hk Ppuenpg Phu A 

317 bphtiu sh] kph pit A 318 wnljnd (sic) B 

320 om fg A ghppapyn Phu A 

322 puutsfatr A 323 porch, B 

324 was us bs frig A UF eas px fresa ch eas y A 325 om a¢$ oo poss cases Dh by brassy A 

329 put A fp ante puri B of ass pe hs fois | ass pel fri B Sus pill fete +- m3 B 
Spadaylgengs B 

331 pisse fren brash B 332 om wifki B ferrari utileg ats A 

333 ofp fruypb, A 334 om pgojsrhy A 


335 antl stslsy ov y B tiifus| thar A 


310 


315 


325 


335 
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say saserr rice fF frusts pecinkuy f: fs fr he fos pul frst fp 
surpfce dykusry f: offers y tfesas gun fr noun fr he wan pu [Fn p— 
fu, PL i fF hagfy Lnpu ws pifiels he Jace, RN pou fre 340 
err yprief [gee wud ne fF baat pis: Y wut ws puri fly he 
sas pula cas bys fepee Einku sqess praca pr ft $s fre Fetal witb, ft 
Pf os pits fr , nm § Suul pl pleusy , qo rns j fF ol pluet 9 pu 
wpbog’ uniib yr fog fp ipa Epp p be ings frgh 
Pas pol fre chk ya punch fri AP 208 § byes re pees gels ase. ft 345 
flip pu gph fat PaShwtiage fp dént ap fp inhas 
pour fr ha Surly fase jam pum pun Pius won o4y sas Ly css — 
Pruh, fun gh qebiyend of kp puts Pape) qpustie 
fbn sory 0s ay e1s Ly assis : 

11. hu fy aap ppecs ls op ses $ be pen gs af aig he usulsyr fi 350 
FE npuyhu TT fepeu gut sfep 1p f Pees prope pho Eqtw, 
purl , bn puyol np has f hry nLpiLe f: AP ers prop br f 
DP appurkusy Ehu put , ucts yf £ PE phugnegahly pus’ 
pus gut fr chk pri FL Lingus peunguntasiias 3 Qh 
Lift in ply hw Ei yr en wastes f: hoeuki, au ff mg he Das 855 
pune he ff hin Sk. purliy fs ws gesiey Eas he frepes gut ship mp 
ff uppagl Ou. : Gail Ep of uses ws gesusy Eas Ehjfusy pears fs 
frepeu gus shire onLpntip lingua Pf asS n § usu fr of uss LE p En— 
bus, a ff Df fies gis agra puis gus: Guif Shed pepe gut sfegp ol 
frLe epees pris] fis py pk pg push fris of frase ss ser us fi muses, 360 
tf usu aft of frst gs mp ua. f OP san pr frre as gs npyha f frst pene 
f: of us fuB us pucfnbutig hh Eh Fun; : Gurl yp wus tyas wf 
wy has TL | Unpus, n pay ka Ehi purrs 9 ft une pips al 5m 
bhgncigh ma ypagis finkwuyp ng hou purplish , ful mpl ust. f 
DP ap fra as hau Df frsas gs pee peas. sare pL MILTIL YT? Gurl 365 
ken if usu af FE pum bf atin [PF busts aus yp Ehi pais 
esr us fr th us frosts np ft Purp fal ay bf fusinck,, np tas 
Pos pif gs pear eual p ws ued oe fF fe astsis Sb fuas, f up 
Path. putigf bf Putinek, Papal uf ploy Pkg Yann 
nod: Yunt Ep faut ghd, EPL tngianchih kh, fe- 370 


342 fen +f B 343 pilet B 

345 om SuShushungae A 348 q’f] A B qput A 
354 qulsfne hut A 355 Aaewk A 

-358 om kage B 363 withikgachg A 

364 om sy;agt B om wna A 365 ter] tof A 


369 Pespytfusfp| pupedurif (sic) A 
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pou put shop 1p ff Peo prope ph figs noun prif hh pel ay prf he 
af csr erres iy Ey rief he fb nat yrnf* 1 § wu fr bn plug ka nuntky he. 
pluyty he foul by he Pinuwtk,. ou yf Wf fries is JUL f f— 
psy 1p an fF ar pr fal as sir: Futigfs gap [us Pon pul fue 
bnpu fun pr gus prlsguse , qu yu npuyla frp fi peut asus fr ci fi- 
suspl ys, he wa yp wil Fikgnacing wuugk yagi FE Otnat te 
Eq Gu. ful np ff DP snp fren ws gs Df frst gis fea Lnpus usu fr 
LF pussys faye fie eq ke: 

12. Neumnf guighwuy FE purgpau aot Gi ba fis ey Be 
aD eos preg eh es Tes pr ys [pub pours « fru f Pes pr frre a gs ingu 
frp puutifis Puapel fie aniKb>ynf* unm’ kh kpkebuy 
TT pune fF bul p he bot fF bul p puss TL | Quinncdny, 
ful pum Pes pif y ft | LL LS ‘bust [F fr hh f Pon piftsrr y WY u1— 
ppd ary Eq luy fos piney np bas mug lonnu: Ium Smyp 
Egnyy ft Snumtut 8 nn poate fe f pap puta arity , Kip 
£ a ff ufiplyf pur np Sub bg us p>? Quryu Uppuinup 
nme puta fol Php Smtarg bas, Eph preset p , 1 § pF 11— 
bb pai gape: he pout wif gun yu fupt pus y frusg busy 
mine nrp, np wt Gives gs Eq hh If p tft ply Gags p- af coset 
pry qupdagisp FE gp ful) pe fr dleg gusqusgqe os gum 
wy fru fr pus pert fr I Eplck jf fpetg Las perce ty pe fF fit: 
Gy Qunpsep Uunncdsny, gf npr gusts unr pron Er sas p § ary fy 
fue ephghpagh, ungugunf nepu fugue ffl puy fer 
anvags pul ass rn ty 1a pug fr Sutpkpa AD fs poutine fF baal p ju 
gee ply beg aris fs arg Easy p f fl pusy funainnd wine fF bush 
pois plays gin he Tn ye Suscuinn yu: Qur yu ams be jf 
yrgt purrs Sager gis wu 3 Fras) Sunmbbayasy ape eq 
wit funhughuay, ff’ gaigk ‘TI f pencfF bul thin furr— 
tanh nop fons fFowt thot un pra rie fF fics npg f oD frac ps— 
ta Phukh qysnnfunw nen furnr [Fuh pidknkh kg: 
haz ues 5 bef wy pure fink tou fu hk usr fris apa Eph fede 


373 guygdp B 374 om «wn B af uss pei fren A 

375 wuk A 376 wying A 

379 gurgputs] mn uyut B wlbihubuts B 

380 Uurpfwdory A 382 ga, B 

385 qu] guy (sic) B 386 quyu] quam (sic) B 

389 gacod B 391 pusth poi fF ft (sic) A 

392 yUleuneday A wnpindbgure| unpindkghngh B om Swhygfybuyeg gp 
gh yagi B 397 Suremtby yy B 


399 anpinfr fF fel in marg. A om B 400 pidkaft A 


395 
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Ffeun he Eph paper cers oy cos tf qpuoqui as yung fly Satin bpd 
poupl: fun hgre fs baal p puapmb, qua pura fly, he E [Ft [us 
way ses by esses gang fr ‘TT f pps pus plus gino [Fk ati ques pls 
nugget, he Swing wtb, fud. ful ony 184 141 [Ft n poh pum 
any Ean Eq lyny push fr fant Gesu pl psy ba gpk faqma- 
Ppt saris sy wil Fibgnring LE png Uy es war cstus gy Ee ess 7 an fi— 
hus poe [F bush : fh 9n sis nnn yy wrth Erinees gs fy puspy upper ft 
Skp, anfkir: 


401 Ephhqudnc feign B 402 qyuoqua wygnghh A 
403 om parf B 405 om purr A 
406 pus ws hurt (sic) B 409 om w/SkL B 


COLLATION OF ARMENIAN WITH GREEK 
(LUDWIG’S EDITION) 


Title: Of the same St. Athanasius to Epictetus, bishop of the 
Corinthians, concerning the orthodox faith, a refutation of those 
who have risen against the truly holy faith. 


Ludwig p. 3.1 yey] ‘thus,’ probably no more than an emphatic 
rendering of yév. Tajezi agrees. 
3.1 paraoroyiay| plural, so Tajezi 
2 suvddov] ‘great synod,’ so Tajezi, ‘holy synod’ Syriac 
4 éari| ‘was’ 
4 doeBeias| plural, cf. 3.1, similarly Tajezi 
6 draddpwy yevouevwy cvvddwv] ‘synods occurred in different places.’ 
Tajezi similarly, 4q6% kh yung, fp purqrudl inkgfu Fngnd ep, but 
neither implies an underlying Greek variant. 
om 7é 
8 6y] “, probably from 6é \Xeyw E but is unfortunate in the Ar- 
menian since it separates grammatically qUAégpjnqutiung fu 
from Opgubiun fra ; cf. Tajezi gUhe pubiuntun J asuksd 
qU by fin phhgeny. 
9 Ovarevra] ‘Valentinus,’ Tajezi Quaghiunkufas 
9 avvovias] Both Armenian versions and the Syriac agree in 
reading ‘Spain’ for Pannonia. 
14 om 7d7e 
14. ow7x6n| Sqbe eyevero (7) 


o>) 


144 
3.14 


9-10 


10 
10 
13 
17 


17 
5.2 


2.3 


QO OO 


HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 


toivuy éri] «sues ‘then,’ possibly agreeing with R which omits 
ére or With BVqMEA which read ody and omit ér, though 
uur is a weak rendering of odp. 

el] pustigf: ‘for’ 

“EdAnves] Both Armenian versions and the Syriac translate by 
‘Pagans’. 

axovovres + ‘from us’ 

Xpvaotov kal apyupiou 

nyobvrar| imperfect 

om eiov with q 

om 7 

om 6€ 

qkovoe| present as in Tajezi 

awmote 7 With BVGMEASL and Tajezi 

éx . . . ‘Iepovoadny] literally ‘for the Law, it says, out of Sion 
will come and a word of the Lord out of Jerusalem.’ The 
order is curiously at variance with the Greek which is more 
closely followed by Tajezi gf Shp gfunkip qaphuya’ ap uu. 
«fr Ufatk byjght oplip Aa puts Shunt Gr remus Elf > 
The wut of the Vienna text is, like gf Shp---uuk of 
Tajezi, an addition of the translator, but the text of the 
quotation in both versions doubtless renders the form found 
in LS Theod vopos xai Aoyos kupiov. 

tadra] ‘this fire of bitterness’, cf. Tajezi aya Sacp pusphne fia 

q motos with NS Leont. Tajezi, cf. 4.8 

qxovoev| present, cf. 4.8 

ev Eid\w] fp sfugnftr, possibly & 7G ébA@ with Ep; Tajezi / 
fuss 3 hls 

om airn 

6 \éyos] ‘the word of God,’ the addition may equally well have 
arisen in the Armenian or in the underlying Greek but is 
unsupported by other evidence. 

elmo. . . . radra] The Armenian translator appears to have 
lost the thread of his sentence and, forgetting that he has 
left a dependent clause suspended in mid-air, concludes ‘or 
who is a Ghristian to say this?’ 

om é« Mapias with S 

om 6€ 

ionv . . . mpoepnuevors] The order in the Armenian Is tony rots 
mpoeipnuevois aoéBecay but may be only the translator’s 
caprice. 


5.10 
10 
12 
12 
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ait@| The Armenian repeats ‘the body’. 

yeyevjcdat] The Armenian repeats the infinitive. 

om pe 

Th ovo Kat dice] pln fPhutlp kh kaffbatp, probably 77 
pice kal 7H obcia, although precision in the use of these terms 
is not always observed. Usually piacffrt translates 
dios, though it sometimes renders ojcia; Sacffel can 
properly render only oicia. In the present passage Tajezi’s 
version reads pum pin: ffhwh (Lh) kar fiw but at Lud- 
wig 17.19 the Vienna text renders rf yey dice xal rH odcig 
by gin ffhiatp hk $affkuilp, while Tajezi reads pum 
pur Phuth bh pum karffkwit. S omits obciga and not, as 
Ludwig says, dice. 

eoTt post Aafis6 

6¢] Both Armenian versions omit 5é but repeat the preposition. 

om 6é 

mabovra Kal éoravpwpevov| éoravpwyévoy Kal wafdyra 

kat] ANG 

Tov Geod AGyov] Tod Peod vidv al Noyov, ORNCPQ Ep and Tajezi 
read roi Oeod viov, the remaining Greek authorities supported 
by the Latin read 70d #08 Aéyov The Syriac reads simply 
Aoyor, omitting ro deod, though this is not noted by Ludwig. 

kal &\dov etvac with ORNEp 

radra| ‘all this’ 

om 6¢€ 

om divayw with ORNCPOEp (not S) 

xal 6a, but joining two sentences in this way is not an uncom- 
mon caprice of Oriental translators. 

éOatyaca] ‘greatly wondered’ 

# post axovcartes 

om éorw with BVqMEACP. (The reading of A £ post 
op fimuhus must be secondary.) 

éxelywy | TorobTwy 

OM ws elpnrar 

yupves weroinka éyypadqva: with Ep 

wXéov TOUTOV 

éri wietov yuuvacew 

om ws 

| ToOTo pévov] “but only this’ 

Tis KafoNuxis exxAnolas| The mss. read a nominative erroneously. 

aicxuvrov| aicxuvrlas with ACP Theor 
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7.1-2 ddtya ante ex Trav 


15-16 


érpddev| ‘is’, doubtless in agreement with ORN which omit 
émnnbev. 

Tov + Oeiwy with CPQBVqMEA Theor 

om yap with M 

ev Nixaig post ovvedOovtes 

om airov 

tovTov| quay abrov (?) 

rovrov wev] The Armenian repeats ‘they said’. 

apodoynoav] ‘they said’ 

4) ‘but’ 

om xai ante ws with Ep a 

kat yap xai] The Armenian reads merely ‘for,’ translating 
neither xai. 

éfeorw | éoruy 

possibly épuoovcros 5€ kai 

doyos| The Armenian adds ‘is’. 

époovoros| The Armenian adds ‘then in some way’. 

viov| KUptov 

om kat 

om kai Tpixas 

ddov cua] ‘The whole nature of the body’; similarly Tajezi 
f Pe ey puncft fis Su pifiiny, 

dhavepas eirety with CPQ 

yap| The Armenian adds ‘is’. 

om dourdv 

OM audiws 

om ob 

om airos 

Tov NOYou THs Eronuias 

om 4 with Theor 

om xa 

adn’ ob6é| ‘for not at all’ 

eis cua Tparrels 

The Armenian translates in the order zpocevéyxy @vciay kal 
AuTpwWONTAaL EauTOY. 

om kal 

brdxertar dAnOas| ‘was truly called.’ This reading does not make 
particularly good sense, as there is nothing in what follows 
to explain the name Mary. ‘Tajezi’s version gives a better 
meaning, tf ruts uw yun fh Le minewmk B ofa panne fF baal p 
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qhnget Vuapfunt® tangy, gf fe tofu qth pny phone Plu 
qtupl fits wings , ‘and, therefore, he rightly calls the Virgin 
Mary “mother ’”’, for he took from her the body of our nature’. 
The most likely explanation appears to be that the original 
Armenian translator or his Greek ms. misread xadefrat 
for iréxerrat and that Tajezi’s version attempted to improve 
the sense by paraphrase. This, however, can only apply if 
Tajezi’s version is dependent on the Vienna text. 


21 xai rabrnv] ‘whence on this account’ 
21-9.1 sapodnretwyr edeixvve] ‘prophesied’ 
9.1 mapbévos + ev yaorpi ee kal réterar vidv. S completes the quota- 
tion, ‘and shall call his name Emmanuel’. 
1 &moorédXerat| The Armenian has an aorist. 
2 otx ams] Both Armenian versions appear to have read ds 
after ard@s; cf. Tajezi spuhe mpinupnean fr hneukh, 
2 om zpos rapbevov with P 
2-3 avdpi peuvnorevpervny 
6-7 yvwpicuara ante TikTovons 
7 dopadds} “‘prophetically” but this may be an error for 
qynegne [Fut , ‘accurately’ which is found in Tajezi. 
10 om evar 
11 xai] ‘and again’ 
14 om xai ante jvénce 
17-18 rod . . . ypaddvros] ‘and again Paul’ 
21 Doyos Tov Beov 
21 jv] ‘is’ 
21 om airés 
22 om kai 
10.1 6+ xai 
2 om yap 
4 érropetOn| otk EropetOn 
4 6€] yap 
5 éy 7G Tod-yo8G] &v ved pvnueiw abrod; cf. Tajezi fp tag gkhpkqtuthf 
fb Pagqgnfiuy , & ved uvnueiw & Todyo0G 
6 om d\d\a.. . Adyou 
6 Owpyas post vexpav 
8 om xai, but the sentence has been recast in the Armenian. 
9 ompartos + aiTov 
10 dpérer-+ Kai 
13 dr aloxtvns éurrvopatwv with BVGMEACPQL 
13 76 &Opwmrwov] 7d dvOpmrwov cya 


148 HARVARD THEOLOGICAL REVIEW 
10.13-14 76 dvOpamvov . . . Noyou)] There is considerable minor varia- 
tion in the text here but our version appears to go with A 
TO avopwrivov caua éracxe TOU AOyou. CPQ read 76 dvOpwmwov 
éracxe oGua, while the Syriac appears to presuppose 7d 
THua TOU NOYou ErracXxe. 
15 sapadotov] ‘extremely remarkable’ 
11.1 ras acdeveias] The Armenian has the singular. 
7 om éyTws, probably omitted as redundant by the translator. 
9 dayvracia+ povoy 
11 aoeBécrarov] acéBevay 
11 om pny 
11 ov-+ ‘was.’ The addition is almost certainly the translator’s; 
otherwise the Greek would read én’ oik qv davracia kry. 
13 om év with MCPQ 
15 om 7 post dé 
15 éweudn . . . terépw| ‘since it was ours’ 
12.2 pwh-+ ‘the same’ 
4 om pou... nrwy 
4 éya elut adrés] eyw adrés eiue 
7 om wadkw 
8 eizeiv] The mss. omit ‘to say’ but it should probably be sup- 
plied, cf. Armenian apparatus. 
12 én} éore with CPQAN 
16-17 The Armenian adds ‘and’ after yap, before rairnv, and before 
Kabus. 
18 dvvardv] éore 
18 om yap 
20) yeyovevar KaTapa 
13.2 om xai ante yéyove with CP 
2 capt] avOpwros 
8 om icov ... yeyove. The translator’s Greek may have read 
évevero for yeyove 13.3, making an omission by homoioteleu- 
ton 
5 dws] Kai 
5 aN’... éoriv] adAG pdvoy eis AvPpwrous, Tajezi and the Syriac 
read similarly. 
Y eixotws + 6€ 
10 yeyerfic@a| ‘to be’ 
13 xara Tas ypadas ante Urép 
13. 7} ras 
14 om 6€ ante peyadws 
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om yivecBar 

om eivat 

eirwpey daciy with BVGMEA 

viveoOar with RN 

om # with ORNCPQEp Theor 

un apa... terpasa. The Armenian modifies the construction 
slightly but does not appear to have a variant text. 

aitos 6 Ndyos] The Armenian mss. reads a genitive, which is 
clearly wrong. The error may be an itacism of their arche- 
type or an error of the translator’s, — probably the former. 

The Armenian repeats ‘is said’ after \oyor. 

om aiTay 

om Kai 

Xpuortavoi + ‘did they wish to be called’ 

ékeotiv| éoruy 

dia. 76 oGpa] 7G copare 

om kai 

ovde radu 

om (worojoavre with ORCPQS Theor 

yap] 6é 

om capart with ORNCPQS Theor Ep Eustath Tajezi 

peyarn mpocOnkn 

ovde dexouevy 

om avrov 

om xai ante xiptoy 

é& av Kal 

reouevor. + racats 

jv... o@pari] “was unjustly and irreverently nailed to the 
cross’ 

om 6€ 

dvexouevov| ob racxduevov 

éavrod] Oynrny 

éyivero + 6 NOyos 

OM ovTos 

Aeyerau-+ Emdnuia 

bia ri + otrws with ORNCPQEp 

dyiwy] mpopnrav with BVGMEA 

éobiav + xal rivwy 

avrod 76 cGya with OR. The order of the Armenian is actually 
g&pa avrod, but this is probably due to the translator. 

kai] dre 
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17.22 om kai 

Q4 emvywwoxovres| émaryyéddovTes 
18.10-11 ayabijs cuverdjoews 

14. pera cod] & xupiw 

14 ddeddots + ayious aunv 
15-16 om cé . . . rofewdrare 
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wood. The prestige of Cluny, dazzling as for centuries it remained, 
never completely recovered from the happenings of the year 1119- 
1120. _ WaTKIN WILLIAMS. 


AN EARLY ARMENIAN FRAGMENT OF 
LUKE xvi 3-25 


A FINAL classification of Armenian manuscripts of the gospels will 
be complicated by the necessity of collecting fragmentary texts which 
can be assigned with some assurance on palaeographical grounds toa 
relatively early date. With the exception of one manuscript in the 
British Museum which bears the date 633 a.D.,! which may go back to 
its archetype, the earliest dated manuscript of the Armenian gospels is 
that of the Lazarevski Institute, 887 a.D., and codices of the ninth and 
tenth centuries are rare.?, The Armenians, however, frequently employed 
in binding the leaves of gospel manuscripts which they had discarded, 
and some of the oldest specimens of Armenian palaeography are to be 
found as fly-leaves of much later codices. In this way a considerable 
body of gospel text has been preserved, the classification and investiga- 
tion of which will be an indispensable part of a critical edition of the 
Armenian version. 

Two such ancient leaves are bound up in an Armenian gospel 
manuscript of the Staatsbibliothek at Berlin, Cod. Arm. 8. The 
manuscript is dated 1432 A.D. and is of paper, but the two parchment 
fly-leaves are written ina clear, bold erkarthagir which suggests a ninth 
century hand. The text includes Lk. xvi 3 gorcel o¢ . . . xvi 25 
mxitart. The following is a collation with Zohrab’s edition, Venice 
1805. 

(1) Lk. xvi 4 a@varic: gorcecie. 


(2) 4 linicim: linim. 

(3) 5 .... fapanac, par illegible. 
(4) 5 twroy +ew. 

(5) 6 Yissown (sic). 

(6) 7 darje..., ad illegible. 

(7) 7 CMIWSN. 


1 Add. 19727; cf. F. C. Conybeare ‘ Catalogue of Armenian Manuscripts in the 
British Museum’ J.7.S. xxx p. 361. Merk, who has collated portions of this 
manuscript, has found that it corresponds in the main with the vuigate text. Cf. 
A. Merk, Biblica iv p. 369. 

2 Cf. F. Macler ‘ Le Texte de l’Evangile d’aprés Matthieu et Marc’ (Annales du 
Musée Guimet Bibliotheque Etudes, xxviii, Paris 1919) p. 2, A. Merk ‘ Armenische 
und griechische Palaeographie’, Studi e Testi, x1 p. 4. 

3 Cf N. Karamianz Versetchniss der armentschen Handschriften p. 7; Merk 
Armentische und gniechische Palaeographie p. 4. 
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hartwr. 
Ror: kcwr. 


7 COYEnNOY :€CW+ NA. 


8 

8 

9 
|e) 
II 


Ter. 


.... esn anirawowt ean, ztnt illegible. 


mamonaeé, 
antraw +e. 
mamonaen. 


11 hawatarim. 
I2 yawtart. 


12 
12 


13 


taycé : ta. 
om. 7é2. 
ocoR' + cara. 


13 ete 2minn. 


T3 


Sire : Strice. 


13 kam zminn. 


13 
13 
13 
13 
14 
15 
16 
16 
17 
I] 
18 
19 


19 
2I 
2 
22 
22 
22 
23 
23 
23 
23 
24 


= 


24 


25 


mecartcé : mecaresce. 

ZMIWSN. 

arhamarhesc. 

mamonac (sic). 

ankosénin : angosnetin. 

dowk' + ek". 

orénk’n : awrenk’. 

.... RR... . cyovhan..; margar, mincew illegible. 


yawrinac. 


mtoy : miayn. 

Snay : Sna. 

om. ew before aganér, added by a later hand above 
the line. 

hanap . ., az illegible. 

lnow/l sorovayn twr: yagel. 

ankanetn t i (sic), repeated at turn of the page. 

add ew before ezew. 

Arstakac (sic). 

mcatownn (sic). 

dzoxsn : dzowxsn. 

ambar]s. 

om. za¢s. 

add ew before e/es. 

om. ew before na. 

rak'ea, a omitted but added by same (?) hand above 
the line. 

mxitari:mihitart. 
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To make the nature of these variants plain to the reader who is not 
familiar with Armenian, I have numbered them consecutively for dis- 
cussion and comparison with the Greek text. Nos. (5), (7), (8), (9), 
(15), (25), (27), (28), (34), (40), (42), (42), (47), (48) ate merely cases 
of alternative or erroneous spelling. Nos. (11), (17), (21), (23), (30), 
(32), (40), and (43) involve the use or omission of the Armenian definite 
particles 2 and s. (1) presents synonymous equivalents of zroujow. 
(2) substitutes a present indicative for the aorist subjunctive of the 
Greek and Zohrab. (4) adds xai before éXeyey with some other 
Armenian manuscripts' and in agreement with the Syriac versions. 
(10) adds a demonstrative before Aé€ye. which is probably a purely 
Armenian variant. (14) adds éorw after 6 év éAaxiotw ddixos, a reading 
which may have arisen in either the Armenian or the Greek. (16) gives 
a singular form where a plural is required by erroneously omitting the 
final %’. (18) substitutes a present for the future morevoe. (19) 
erroneously omits tyiv after dece:. (20) adds with some other Armenian 
manuscripts oixérns after ovde’s in agreement with the Greek. Zohrab 
omits under the influence of Mt. vi 24. (22) renders déyamyoe with the 
corresponding future, in agreement with some Armenian manuscripts 
but against Zohrab. (24). and (26) present alternative grammatical 
forms. (29) follows the Greek and some Armenian manuscripts in 
supplying éoré after iets against Zohrab. (33) reads an adverb 
(Gr. pdvov) for piav. This may be a corruption from an original mioyn. 
(35) omits xai before évedidvoxero, probably inadvertently. (37) reads 
with some other Armenian manuscripts ‘to fill himself’ (yoprac67jva.) 
against Zohrab’s ‘to fill his belly’, which agrees with the Syriac both 
of the Peshitto and of the Evangelion da-Mepharreshe but not the 
Palestinian Syriac (cam ya e\sas3). (39) agrees with some other 
Armenian manuscripts against Zohrab in rendering d¢ after éyévero. 
(44) carelessly omits the word for rovs éfGadpovs. (45) adds ‘and’ 
before épa with the Syriac. This is indicated by the Armenian and 
Syriac rendering of érdpas by a finite verb. (46) omits xai before 
avros, probably carelessly, as there appears to be no other Armenian 
support. 

None of these variants is of intrinsically great value and they may 
seem hardly worth notice. They are, however, not without importance, 
for they illustrate the urgent need for a critical text of the Armenian 
vulgate and display the familiar translational variants within the version 
and the divided affinities with the Syriac and Greek traditions. In 
spite of the general uniformity of text prevailing in the known manu- 


1 The phrase, ‘some other Armenian manuscripts’, refers to various readings 
noted without indication of their source in Zohrab’s apparatus, 
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scripts,’ the relatively minor variants found in the oldest manuscripts 
deserve most careful study and classification. Until this is done little 
sure progress can be expected in dealing with the larger problems of the 
history and transmission of the Armenian version.” R. P. Caszy. 


GLORIA PATRI: TEXT AND INTERPRETATION 


APPARENTLY from the sixth century there have been two forms of 
the Gloria Patri in common use, viz. the two forms which are in use 
to-day in the Greek and Latin Churches respectively. 

These two forms are the same, except that the Greek form has nothing 
corresponding to the clause: sicut erat in principio, which the Gallican 
Church adopted in the sixth century. 

If we confront the Latin with the Greek we see this :— 

Adgéa Ilarpi cai Yio cai dyiw TIlvevpare kal vuv 
Gloria Patri et Filio et Spiritui Sancto Sicut erat in principio et nunc 
kat det Kal els Tous aiwvas TOV aiwvur. 

et semper‘et in saecula saeculorum. 

The Latin form, which appears in English dress in the Book of 
Common Prayer, seems to have won its way in the course of the fifth 
and sixth centuries throughout the West, except in Spain, where, in the 
seventh century, the doxology at the end of all the psalms was Gloria 
et honor Patri et Filto et Spiritut Sancto in saecula saeculorum. 

The XIIIth and XVth canons of the Fourth Council of Toledo in 
633 give this form of the doxology and make no mention of siuterat..., 
and the same form survived in the Mozarabic Rite (AZzssa/, Migne P.ZL. 
Ixxxv 109; Breviary, Migne P.L. Ixxxvi 47 sq:). 

The Vth canon of the Second Council of Vaison (the Provincial 
Council of the Metropolis of Arles) in 529 accepted the secut erat... 
with the object of refuting heresy and on the ground of its use elsewhere 
—in Rome and in all the East (which must bea mistake), in Africa and 
in Italy. 

This type of doxology, however, runs back very far. The Egyptian 
anaphoras have dovep jv Kal éoriv Kat éorat eis yeveas yevedv Kat Eis TOUS 
ovpravras aiavas Trav aiwywy (Brightman Leturgies Eastern and Western 
Pp. 134, 180, 190, 233). | 

A Greek version (Century XV) of the Roman Mass has domep jv év 
dpxn kai éoriv Kai éorat Kai eis rovs aidvas ray aiwvwy in the Introit 
(Onens Christianus iv 11). 

1 Merk Biblica iv p. 356. Cf. R. P. Blake Harvard Theological Review xxi 


Pp. 307 ff. 
2 Cf. J.T.S. xxx p. 361. 
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THE ARMENIAN MARCIONITES AND THE 
DIATESSARON 


ROBERT P. CASEY 


BROWN UNIVERSITY 


NE of the best known pieces of early Armenian theological 
literature is the apologetic and controversial treatise of 
Eznik of Kolb, bishop of Bagrewand. The work was composed 
445-448 A.D. and survives in a single manuscript of the late 
thirteenth century and has passed through successive editions 
since the first printing at Smyrna in 1762. Its original title is 
unknown and its printed divisions rest on critical conjecture, 
but its general place and purpose are clear enough and an ingen- 
ious analysis of both has recently been made by Professor Louis 
Mariés of the Institut Catholique in Paris. It contains an expo- 
sition of Christian theology with special reference to the problem 
of theodicy and a detailed refutation of the current theological 
errors with which the author was especially familiar.’ 

The fourth book of this work deals with Marcionite theology 
and begins with a brief exposition of the system to the refuta- 
tion of which the bulk of the discussion is devoted. Scholars 
have for the most part been interested in this section as a pos- 
sible clue to Marcion’s own thought, though it has been generally 
recognized that the system as a whole represents a later sectarian 
development. The main points of difference between it and the 
evidence of Tertullian and others who knew Marcion’s writings 
at first hand have been adequately stated by Harnack in his 
monograph of Marcion.?, There remain, however, some critical 


*L. Mariés, Le De Deo d’Eznik de Kotb connu sous le nom de ‘‘Contre les 
Sectes,’’ Paris, 1924. 
2 A. Harnack, Marcion: Das Evangelicum vom fremden Gott (Texte und Unter- 


suchungen, 45), 2te Aufl., Leipzig, 1924, *372. 
185 
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problems in Eznik’s brief exposition which are worth further 
consideration and it is proposed here to examine some of these 
and to direct attention to the system as it stands rather than 
to its possible implications for earlier stages of Marcionite 
theology. 

Eznik’s account contains a description of the powers which 
control the universe and the way in which the world and man 
were created and the problem of salvation and its solution. The 
world is made up of the earth or matter, personified as Hyle, 
and three heavens. In the topmost of these heavens lives the 
Stranger, the deity who ultimately saved mankind. In the second 
lives the God of the Law; and in the third the “‘hosts’’ of the 
God of the Law. Hyle inhabits the earth and is called the Power 
of the Earth. 

The world was made by the God of the Law in union with 
Hyle, but after it was finished the god returned with his hosts 
to rule the heaven, leaving Hyle with her sons to govern the 
earth. After his return, however, he observed that the world 
he had created was beautiful and it occurred to him to create 
for himself a man. So he went back to Hyle and said, “Give me 
of thine earth and of myself I am giving soul, and let us make 
man in our likeness.’’ Hyle gave him earth and he breathed 
soul into it and Adam emerged a living and breathing creature 
and received his name from the fact that he was fashioned from 
earth. The creator then made Adam’s wife and placed them in 
the Garden and they received his commands as children. 

Here difficulties arise, and the first act of the drama of redemp- 
tion opens. Having made Adam, the creator perceived that he 
was a noble and worthy creature and considered how he might 
steal him from Hyle and attach him to himself. He therefore 
took him on one side and said, ‘‘I am God and there is no other 
and thou shalt have no other god but me. But if thou shouldst 
have any other god but me, know that thou shalt die.”” At the 
mention of death Adam was terror-stricken and began gradually 
to separate his soul from matter, i.e. to withdraw from Hyle’s 
influence. 

Hyle soon observed that Adam no longer heeded her custom- 
ary advances and realized that she had been betrayed by the 
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creator. So she said to herself, ‘“The water of the spring has been 
troubled at the source. What is this? Adam has not yet repro- 
duced and he has been stolen from me in the name of his deity. 
Since then he has ceased to keep pact with me, I shall make 
many gods and fill up the world with them so that he may inquire 
which is God and not find out.’’ She then made many idols 
which she called gods and the name of the Lord of Creation was 
lost in the number and his worship neglected in favour of Hyle’s 
creations. This angered the god so much that he seized each 
soul as it departed from the body and cast it into the pit of hell. 
Adam was consigned to Gehenna for eating of the Tree of Knowl- 
edge and his descendants similarly for 2900 years.3 

At this point a new act begins. The Stranger, the good god 
of the topmost heaven, looked down and observed the torments 
to which men were subjected and resolved to help them. He 
therefore resorted to a strategy to beat the God of the Law at 
his own game and sent his son to earth in the likeness of a servant 
(Phil 2 7) and in the form of a man. He did all manner of good 
works, healing the sick and raising the dead, and in this way 
roused the envy of the Lord of Creation who crucified him. 
After death he passed into hell and rescued those who were 
there, because hell was not accustomed to receive the living, 
and the death of the good god’s son was simulated, not real, so 
that he could break down hell’s gates and lead the imprisoned 
souls to his father in the third heaven. This angered the Lord 
of Creation greatly and he rent his garment and tore the veil 
of his temple and darkened his sun and clothed his world in 
darkness and sat in mourning. 

Then Jesus descended again, but this time in the form of his 
divinity, and accused the Lord of Creation of his death. The 
god was dismayed as he had not known until then that any other 
god existed, but Jesus said to him, “I have a case against thee 
and no one shall judge between us but thine own law which thou 
has written... Didst thou not write in thy Law that he who 


3 ‘Diese Vertauschung von 3000 JJ. mit 2900 kann doch nur aus der Tendenz 
entsprungen sein, die tiberlieferten 3000 JJ. auf das Erscheinen Marcions zu 
deuten mit und nach dessen Auftreten das Weltende kommt.” Harnack, 
*23 n. 1. 
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kills shall die and they shall shed the blood of him who sheds 
blood? ... Now thou hast delivered thyself into my hands so 
that I may kill thee and shed thy blood as thou didst kill me and 
shed my blood. For I am more righteous than thou and I have 
done great kindness to thy creation.”’ And he recounted all the 
kindnesses he had done. At this the Lord of Creation was con- 
founded, and, pleading ignorance of the Stranger’s existence, 
offered as amends to give Jesus all those who would believe in 
him to go wherever he wished. Jesus then departed and appointed 
Paul to proclaim the news that ‘“‘we are bought with a price 
(1 Cor 6 20) and that all who believe in Jesus have been sold by 
the Righteous to the Good God.” 

However diverse the influences may have been which affected 
Eznik’s polemical discussion of Marcionite theology and practice, 
there can be no-doubt this initial statement was derived in one 
piece from an anterior source. Eznik himself marks it off by the 
observation at the close of his exposition that all Marcionites 
were not familiar with this system, and though all would claim 
that the Stranger had bought them with a price, some did not 
know how or why. Furthermore the manner of quotation and 
the character of the quoted bit is unambiguous. Like Hippolytus 
and Clement of Alexandria, Eznik attributes the reported theol- 
ogy to the founder of the sect, but quotes it indiscriminately by 
“he says” or ‘they say.” The sense and sequence of construc- 
tion is also not perfectly smooth or consistent so that the gram- 
mar has sometimes to be understood from the general sense 
rather than the particular context. Finally there can be no doubt 
that the charge to Jesus by the Good God is quotation and not 
summary, for there is a sudden change to direct discourse and 
the god says, ‘‘Thou shalt cure their lepers and quicken their 
dead and open the eyes of their blind,’”’ etc. From these indica- 
tions it may be assumed that the underlying document was one 
of those brief but systematic statements of sectarian theology 
which were popular among Gnostic theologians of the second and 
third generations and of which there are several examples in 
Hippolytus V and Irenaeus I. 

There can also be little doubt that the language of this source 
was Syriac. In his introductory essay to Mitchell’s edition of 
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St. Ephraem’s Refutations Burkitt remarked: ‘It is very likely 
that Eznik’s account is not so much an original description of 
the Armenian Marcionites known to him as a translation from 
some early Syriac writer.’ An examination of the Armenian 
text completely confirms this conjecture. Apart from several 
minute but suggestive points of style two facts are decisive. 


(a) In the story of creation Adam’s name is explained from 
the circumstance that he was created from the earth. The 
Armenian reads, ‘‘For this reason Adam received his name, be- 
cause he was made from earth’”’ (1 kawoyn), which brings out the 
point no better than the English. But the Syriac doubtless read 
that Adam received his name because he was created men 
adamtha. 


(b) We know from Burkitt’s study of St. Ephraem ‘‘that the 
Syriac-speaking Marcionites used a different transliteration of 
the name ‘Jesus’ from the orthodox. The ordinary Syriac for 
‘Jesus’ is Sex. (pronounced ‘Isho’ by Nestorians but ‘Yeshu’ by 
Jacobites) which is simply the Syriac form of the Old Testament 
name Joshua. This form 0®a was used not only by the orthodox 
but also by the Manichees. It was therefore a surprise to find 
that Ephraim in arguing against Marcionites, and certainly in 
part quoting from their books or sayings, uses the form o®a, a 
direct transcription of the Greek ’Ingov (or ’Ingous).’”’ A similar 
argument can be applied mutatis mutandis to the text of Eznik 
which in this section presents, instead of the usual 6funcu, the 
singular form @4unr, a transliteration of Syriac-Marcionite 
OD.. 

The rationale of Eznik’s Marcionite myth is transparent. The 
notion that the universe was divided into three heavens and the 
earth was not a characteristic of any sect but was one of a num- 
ber open to adoption by various theologies. Its choice by the 
Marcionites was doubtless determined by 2 Cor 12 2. The story 
of creation is, as Eznik himself notes, an adaptation of the 
cosmology of Genesis, which means in practice an alteration of 
Gen 1-2 to fit a somewhat different theory of the origin of 


4C. W. Mitchell, S. Ephraim’s Prose Refutations 2 (Text and Translation 
Society), cxviii. 
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things. The figure of the Stranger is familiar from the earlier 
sources. Marcion called him 6 aya6és and 6 &€évos, and these 
characteristic designations recur in both Ephraim and Eznik. 


The Just God or Lord of Creation and God of the Law, as he 
was called, is likewise an integral part of Marcion’s own theology. 


The question of Hyle is more complicated. Marcion appar- 
ently regarded matter as an impersonal substance, evil by nature 
but devoid of personal qualities, and his disciples in general fol- 
lowed his opinion, so that when an evil personality was intro- 
duced, it was either by importing the devil with the scheme (as 
with Megethius, Adamantius Dial. I, 3) or by regarding the 
creator as evil. Among the Marcionites known to Eznik and 
Ephraim, however, Hyle was a mythological figure, based to be 
sure on an abstraction, but possessed of individual character 
and temperament. She was called the ‘Power of the Earth”’ for 
she reigned over it and the world was made through union with 
her. She supplied the earth from which Adam was made and 
operated through his fleshly nature, tempting him to lust, a 
temptation which he suppressed at the creator’s threat of death. 
Enraged at being cheated of Adam she invented idols and orig- 
inated polytheism. After this the struggle with the creator for 
the control of human destiny passed from her hands to the 
Stranger’s, but in the early stages of the myth she is the Lord of 
Creation’s principal rival. Like the Valentinian Sophia, how- 
ever, her character is ambiguous, for she is not fundamentally 
a creature of the imagination but of philosophy and is not really 
mythology at all but symbolism. This confusion of genre’ ap- 
pears clearly in Eznik’s meaningless observation that she was 
associated with the creator in essence and in the point of her 
story. Her conflict with the God of the Law represents man’s 
struggle with the flesh and perpetuates Marcion’s distaste for 
sexuality and prejudice against it. In religion preoccupation 
with matter leads to gross idolatry; hence Hyle is the inventor 
of images and of the notion that they are gods. 


5 F.C. Burkitt, ‘“Notes on Valentinian terms in Irenaeus and Tertullian,” 
JTS, XXV, 64; R. P. Casey, ‘‘Two Notes On Valentinian Theology,” HTR‘ 
XXIII, 282, 287. 
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The account of redemption is different both in plot and moti- 
vation from earlier Marcionite systems. For Marcion the theory 
of the two gods was an answer to the problem of theodicy and 
he included among the evils occasioned by the creator’s stupidity 
and “righteousness” a large number of the difficulties and 
injustices of human life. The theory in Eznik’s source is much 
simpler and much inferior. The creator’s wrath is caused by 
idolatry with its covert return to Hyle’s control and is expressed 
by his indiscriminating edict of damnation. The moral and 
speculative issues which so deeply concerned Marcion drop from 
view and are replaced by a crude and pointless invention. 

Jesus’ appearance on earth was ‘“‘in the likeness of a servant 
and in the form of a man”’ (cf. Phil 27). Jesus’ death was a real 
though not an ordinary death and did not interfere with the 
continuance of his life. His father, the Good God, said to him 
when sending him to earth, ‘‘At thy death thou shalt descend 
into hell, and shalt release them thence, for hell is not accustomed 
to receive the living in its midst; but after the crucifixion ‘thou 
shalt be like the dead’.’’ In his accusation of the creator Jesus 
also remarks, ‘‘Now hast thou given thyself into my hands that 
I may kill thee and shed blood as thou didst kill me and didst 
spill my blood.”’ 

The most curious feature of Eznik’s account is the device by 
which salvation is effected. In the Apologists of the second 
century salvation consisted primarily in the victory of Christ 
over the demons who troubled mankind, and from Origen on 
the notion was popular among Greek theologians that Christ 
had deceived the devil into supposing him a human being and 
thus stole away the souls he had imprisoned. This view appears 
to have been taken over by the Syrian Marcionites and adapted 
to their scheme. Like Marcion these heretics appear to have 
held no peculiar views about the devil but to have assimilated 
a popular chapter of demonology from their orthodox environ- 
ment. The dialogue between Jesus and the God of the Law in 
which the superior righteousness of Jesus is emphasized and the 
Torah evoked as the judge in the case is novel and ingenious. 

The notion that all who believe in Christ were released by the 
creator and taken to the realm of the Good God is a constant 
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feature in Marcionite thought, as well as Paul’s predominant 
role in proclaiming the good news. ‘‘Weare bought with a price,”’ 
seems to have been the most common expression of this hope 
among Eznik’s sectaries, known to many who were ignorant of 
the theological refinements of particular systems. 

One point is worth raising in connection with the Scriptural 
authority recognized by the Syrian Marcionites. Burkitt in his 
study of Ephraim’s quotations remarked that there is no trace 
of Marcion’s peculiar edition of Luke in his writings and that 
his quotations were most probably derived from the Diatessaron. 
This seems to have been the case among the heretics themselves. 
In Eznik’s account when the creator becomes angry at man’s 
defection to idolatry he tears his garment and the veil of his 
temple, darkens his sun and cloaks his world with darkness. 
All these gestures contain patent references to the Passion nar- 
rative. In Luke, however, the high priest does not tear his gar- 
ment nor is the Temple veil rent, but the eclipse of the sun is 
peculiar to Luke.? All these features, however, occur in the 
Diatessaron. The quotations must belong to Eznik’s source for 
their exegesis is quite peculiar to its system. We must, therefore, 
reckon in the East with a form of Marcionism which found the 
popularity of Tatian’s harmony too great to be set aside. That 
this was not true of all Syrian Marcionites appears from the 
Syriac spurium on the Parables extant in an Armenian version 
and attributed to St. Ephraim.* It may be that a Marcionite 
version of the Diatessaron was issued to meet the need of Eznik’s 
group,? but it is at least certain that the Diatessaron and not 
Marcion’s much mutilated version of Luke was the starting 
point. 


6 S. Ephraim’s Prose Refutations 2, cxviii. 

7 Eznik’s text xawarecaw zaregakn implies the reading éoxorio@n 6 HXLOos, 
in agreement with the Diatessaron and with Marcion’s Luke. Harnack, *236. 

8 J. Schafers, Ezne altsyrische antimarkionttische Erkldrung von Parabeln 
des Herrn, (Neutestamentliche A bhandlungen, 6, 1-2), Miinster 1917, 208. 

9 Strong arguments for the existence of an Armenian version of the Diates- 
saron have been advanced by F. C. Conybeare, ‘‘An Armenian Diatessaron?”’ 
JTS, XXV, 232, and P. Esabalean, Tatian’s Diatessaron and the First Trans- 
lation of the Armenian Gospels (The National Library, 142) (In modern Armen- 
ian), Vienna, 1937; cf. JBL, LVII, 95. 
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The later portions of Book IV are devoted mainly to a refuta- 
tion of Marcionite theology, but occasionally points of teaching 
or practice are raised which do not appear in the earlier section. 
It is by no means certain that these notices were derived from 
the Syriac source underlying IV.1, but some agree sufficiently 
with it or with Ephraim to make it probable that they apply to 
the same sect. Eznik knew of Marcion’s edited gospel,'° but this 
is not proof that the Marcionites of IV.1 employed it. The 
penitential discipline of the Marcionites he found particularly 
objectionable, as well as their vegetarianism.*? They proposed, 
“From the time of our baptism we abstain from flesh-food and 
from marriage," but like other Christians they found theory 
simpler than practice and solved the problem of sin after baptism 
by penance. Eznik, however, finds this inconsistent with their 
theological premises, for the Good God who saves them will in 
no case punish, so why engage in useless attempts to appease a 
wrath which ex hypothesi could not arise in the divine breast ?*4 
Abstinence from meat, he says, is absurd among people who 
continue to drink wine,’ and the motive for sexual ascetisicm is 
wrong. Among Catholics it applies only to religious, and arises 
not from any depreciation of marriage as such. But the Mar- 
cionites object to marriage and reproduction in principle. Some 
of this detailed information may have come from Eznik’s source 
in IV.1, but it is unlikely that all of it did. It is more probable 
that the scattered notes on Marcionite exegesis were derived 
from it. This is especially true of the list of contrasted passages 
from the Old and New Testaments in IV. 12, for the latter are 
found with one exception in Matthew and the Diatessaron but 
not in Luke. 

The result of this investigation has been to discover in Eznik 
IV clear evidence for the use of a Syriac Marcionite source 
emanating from the circles with which St. Ephraim was ac- 
quainted and agreeing in all essential points with their theology 
and usage. Their myth is a modification of the Marcionite 


iv. 5. riv, 14. 
iv. 12. Biv. 14, 
“iv. 14. Biv. 12. 


6 iv, 16. 
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system of a kind characteristic of epigoni and sectarian develop- 
ment. The speculative freshness and sensitiveness of the early 
phase of thought has been lost, and a cruder, simpler, more 
pictorial view has replaced it. Like the earlier Marcionites they 
appeared as practicing Christians with peculiar ascetic notions 
and habits, but unlike them they followed the traditional Scrip- 
tural authority of their surroundings and retained the Diatessaron 
as their gospel. It would seem natural that the group had gained 
some ground in Armenia, since they are treated by Eznik as a 
living issue, but if so the probabilities are that they, like many 
Armenian Catholics of their time, employed Syriac as their 
theological language. 


